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Past

work has found

that the personality traits sociotropy

and autonomy are associated

with distinct patterns of interpersonal concerns, perceptions, behaviors,
and problems.

The current study examined whether
stability

these traits predicted relationship quality and

(whether couples broke-up over a six-month period)

in

195 18-21 -year-old

heterosexual dating couples. The influence of both the individual's and his or her
partner's traits

was examined. Women's sociotropy had

relationship quality. While

women's sociotropy

perceptions of relationship quality,

relationship quality.

construct,

effect

on

it

a

complex association with

positively predicted

women's

negatively predicted male partners' perceptions of

The association between

solitude,

one component of the autonomy

and relationship quality was more straightforward. Solitude had a negative

individuals'

and partners' perceptions of relationship

quality.

As

expected,

independence, the other component of the autonomy construct, was largely unrelated
relationship quality. While sociotropy and

and large they did not predict relationship

autonomy did

stability.

The

predict relationship quality,

relations

between these

personality constructs and adult attachment style were also explored in the context of

relationship quality.
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CHAPTER

1

INTRODUCTION
Both cognitive and psychoanalytic
traits,

have argued

theorists

that

two personality

one that places a high value on interpersonal
relationships and the other

that places

a high value on individuality and achievement, confer
vulnerability to depression. A. T.

Beck (1983)

refers to these traits as sociotropy

and autonomy, while

proposes similar constructs, dependency and self-criticism.

on these personality constructs has examined
have investigated the hypothesis

& Harris,

invested in relationships

likely to

empirical

domain

by

& Zuroff,

Blatt

who

are excessively

be more likely to become depressed following negative

who

are excessively invested in achievement

become depressed following achievement

work has examined

work

and many studies

(see reviews

1990; Robins, 1995). In other words, people

may

empirical

that they create vulnerability to depression through

interpersonal events, while people

more

Much of the

their links to depression

interaction with negative life events in the valued

1992; Nietzel

Blatt (1974)

losses or failures.

may be

Some

the interpersonal correlates of these personality traits and

has found that they are associated with distinct patterns of interpersonal concerns,
perceptions, behaviors, and problems (e.g., Alden

1998, 2001; Mongrain, Vettese, Shuster,

& Bieling,

& Kendal,

1996; Bieling

As

1998).

& Alden,

these personality

traits

appear to be expressed in interpersonal interactions, they likely influence the quality of
relationships with significant others. This assertion raises the possibility that sociotropic

and autonomous people may not be more vulnerable

more

sensitive to negative life events.

satisfying

They might

to depression only because they are

also be

more

and stable relationships, which may confer added

1

likely to

have

less

risk for depression.

The

present study examines whether sociotropy
and
stability

autonomy

are related to the quality and

of romantic relationships.
Sociotropy and

Autonomy

A. T. Beck (1983) defines sociotropy as "investment
other people"

(p.

on receiving affection and approval from

strive to maintain close relationships, fear

disapproval.

with

272). Sociotropic individuals place excessive value
on interpersonal

relationships, basing their self-worth

They

in positive interchange

Autonomy

others.

abandonment, and actively avoid

defined as "investment in preserving and increasing

is

independence, mobility, and personal rights; freedom of choice,
acfion, and expression"
(A. T. Beck, 1983, p. 272).

Autonomous people do

not like to rely on others, basing their

self-worth on maintaining personal freedom and achieving their goals.
Psychometric

work on measures of autonomy suggests

that

it

Beck, and Ross (1995) suggest that autonomy

and independence. Solitude

reflects distance

is

is

a multifaceted construct. Clark, Steer,

comprised of two components, solitude

from others and

insensitivity to others'

needs and concerns, while independence reflects individualism and assertiveness.

Independent individuals tend to have high standards for themselves and do not rely on the
approval of others. Clark

while independence

Blatt, a

may

et al.

(1995) argue that solitude

be a protective

psychodynamic

is

a risk factor for depression,

factor.

theorist, describes

two personality

traits that

are similar,

although not idendcal, to A. T. Beck's nofion of sociotropy and autonomy. Dependent
individuals have strong needs to be loved, cared for, and protected and fear being

abandoned.

Self-critical

control, self-worth

people are primarily concerned with "self-definition,

and identity" (Blatt

& Shichman,

2

1983,

p.

self-

203). Self-critical people

want approval and praise from

autonomy and

control.

others, but also fear disapproval,
criticism,

and loss of

Similar to sociotropy and autonomy,
dependency and self-

criticism are hypothesized to confer vulnerability
to depression.

Relatively strong empirical evidence supports the
link between sociotropy and

depression. Several studies find that sociotropy predicts
and

measures of depressive symptoms
Bieling, 1996; Clark

& Beck,

in

positively correlated with

both clinical and nonclinical samples

1991; Clark

Robins, Bagby, Rector, Lynch,

is

& Gates,

& Kennedy,

1995; Gilbert

Alden

(e.g.,

& Reynolds,

&

1990;

1997; Sato, 2003). Further, sociotropy

scores have been found to be higher in individuals diagnosed with
major depression than
in healthy controls (Bieling

& Alden, 2001;

Raghavan, Maciejewski, Jacobs,

Fairbrother

& Moretti,

1998; Mazure,

& Bruce, 2001).

Support for an association between autonomy and depression
studies do find higher scores

on measures of autonomy

participants relative to controls (Bieling

Mazure

et al.,

2001). However, while

in clinically

Gilbert

some

Some

depressed

studies find posidve correlations

& Bieling,

& Reynolds,

1990; Robins

& Block,

1988).

Much

Epstein, Harrison,

& Emery,

validity of the original

1996; R. Beck,

et al., 1995).

1995;

of this work was done using

(SAS) (A.

T. Beck,

1983). Several researchers have questioned the construct

SAS Autonomy

Beck, 1999). In response

1998;

between

& Baker, 2001), others find no relationship (Alford & Gerrity,

the original version of A. T. Beck's Sociotropy- Autonomy Scale

Clark

mixed.

& Alden, 2001; Fairbrother & Moretti,

measures of autonomy and depressive symptoms (Alden
Robbins, Taylor,

is

Scale

(e.g.,

to these concerns, the

Blaney

SAS was

While the Sociotropy scale remained

3

& Kutcher,

1991; Clark

revised (Clark

& Beck,

largely unchanged, the

&

1991;

Autonomy

Scale underwent significant revision and

Solitude and Independence. Studies using the

now

new SAS

consists of two subscales.
find

more consistent

associations

with depression. While the Solitude scale correlates
positively with depressive

symptoms, the Independence scale does not
suggesting that the solitude component

independence

is

not and

may even

Both A. T. Beck and

(Sato, 2003; Sato

may be

a risk factor for depression while

be a protective

factor.

Blatt posit diathesis-stress

are vulnerability factors that interact with negative

life

models whereby personality

more vulnerable

to depression if they

who

are highly sociotropic

encounter negative

interpersonal events such as rejection or loss. Similarly, individuals

who

autonomous or

if they

self-critical will

traits

events in relevant domains to

increase the risk of developing depression. Thus, individuals
or dependent will be

& McCann, 2000),

be more likely to become depressed

are highly

encounter

negative achievement or autonomy events, such as illness or the loss of a job. Evidence
for this

model

is

mixed, with stronger support for an interaction between sociotropy or

dependency and negative interpersonal events than

for an interaction

between autonomy

or self-criticism and negative achievement events in predicting depression

Beck,

& Brown,

1992;

Hammen, Marks, Mayol,

Berenbaum, 2002; Robins, 1990; Rude
also reviews by Blatt

It is

& Zuroff,

& de Mayo,

& Bumliam,

1992; Nietzel

&

(e.g.,

Clark,

1985; Raghavan, Le,

1993; Zuroff

& Mongrain,

&

1987; see

Harris, 1990; Robins, 1995).

also possible that these personality styles confer risk of depression through

another route. Several authors suggest that sociotropy and autonomy are expressed
individual's interpersonal behaviors (A. T. Beck, 1983; Bieling

& Alden,

1998).

extent that these behaviors are problematic, sociotropic and autonomous styles

4

in the

To

may

the

generate interpersonal stress and relationship discord.
Consistent with findings linking
relationship distress and depression (e.g., O'Leary,
Christian,

increased interpersonal stress and relationship discord

may

& Mendell,

1994), this

then contribute to increased

likelihood of depression.

S ociotropy/ Autonomy and Interpersonal Behaviors and Relationship s
Sociotropy and autonomy are believed to be characterized by
different behavioral
strategies (A. T. Beck, 1983; Clark

closeness with others and

may

& Beck,

1999). Sociotropic individuals seek

exhibit behaviors designed to facilitate interpersonal

closeness and prevent abandonment. For instance, sociotropic people engage in

excessive reassurance seeking in the hope of eliciting the love, appreciation, and help
that
they desire (R. Beck et

al.,

2001

They may

).

also avoid taking risks, such as asserting

themselves, out of fear of alienating others. A. T. Beck makes the clinical observation
that, in their relationships

accommodating

with therapists, sociotropic clients are often quite

to the therapist's suggestions,

become too dependent on
Beck, 1983; Clark

to avoid disapproval,

and

may

the therapist or too preoccupied with gaining approval (A. T.

& Beck,

Autonomous

presumably

1999).

individuals,

on

the other hand, value independence, achievement,

and personal control. Consequently, they

may

seek to maintain greater interpersonal

distance in their relationships with others out of concern for losing their sense of mastery.

People with high levels of autonomy
others and

may

may

may

be less sensitive to the needs and wishes of

be somewhat unaware of the effect of their actions on other people. They

also avoid asking for help and relying

relationship

between autonomous

clients

on

and

5

others.

A. T. Beck observes that the

their therapists differs

from

that

of

sociotropic clients (A. T. Beck, 1983; Clark

& Beck,

1999). While sociotropic clients

tend to prefer close, warm, and informal
relationships, autonomous clients
prefer more

detached and formal relationships that are
problem-focused and goal-directed.

Autonomous

Some

clients

may

work has

empirical

autonomy (and

the

resist direction

somewhat

also

and become

examined the

related constructs of

irritated

relation

when

challenged.

between sociotropy and

dependency and

and

self-criticism)

interpersonal relationships. Before reviewing this work,
however, a qualification must be

made. Empirical work comparing measures of A. T. Beck's and

Blatt's personality

constructs suggest that while measures of sociotropy and dependency
are moderately to

highly correlated, measures of autonomy and self-criticism are not

Kutcher, 1991; Rude

& Bumham,

between autonomy and
self-control

others.

and

Blaney

&

1993). Further, there are conceptual differences

self-criticism (see Robins, 1995).

While both share concerns with

self-definition, Blatt's self-criticism involves

Self-critics are

(e.g.,

need

for approval

from

ambivalent about their relationships with others because, while

they want praise and recognition, they fear disapproval and loss of personal control.

Need

for approval

is

not part of A. T. Beck's conceptualization of autonomy; rather,

a sociotropic concern. Thus, there

criticism.

In fact,

some

is

studies find that measures of self-criticism are

correlated with sociotropy than with

literature

conceptual overlap between sociotropy and

autonomy (Blaney

& Kutcher,

it is

self-

more highly

1991).

As

the

reviewed here includes work done on both sociotropy/autonomy and

dependency/self-criticism,

it

is

important to keep these differences in mind.

It

seems

reasonable to treat sociotropy and dependency as relatively interchangeable. Autonomy

and

self-criticism,

however, are different constructs. Nonetheless, as these constructs do

6

share

some

relations

similarity,

work on

self-criticism

is

between autonomy and interpersonal

helpful in understanding possible

relationships.

Empirical work suggests that sociotropic and autonomous
individuals show
different patterns of interpersonal concerns, perceptions,
behaviors, and problems.

Sociotropy

is

associated with self-reported concerns about interpersonal
relatedness and

maintaining closeness, while autonomy
(Bieling

& Alden, 2001).

In a study

sociotropic participants reported

is

associated with a self-centered orientation

where individuals interacted with a confederate,

more concerns with

the interaction going well and

gaining the approval of the confederate compared to autonomous participants.

Autonomous

participants

showed

greater concerns with self-defmition (Bieling

& Alden,

1998).

Interpersonal perceptions

may

also be influenced

by personality

In

style.

Bieling and Alden' s confederate interaction task (1998), sociotropic individuals

perceived their interaction partners as more supportive and approving than autonomous
individuals did even though the confederates interacted in similar

ways with both groups.

Further, sociotropic participants reported liking the confederate better than the

autonomous

participants did.

affiliation leads sociotropic

The authors suggest

that the sociotropic desire for

people to view others in a more positive

Sociotropic and autonomous individuals also

show

light.

different patterns of

interpersonal behaviors. In an observational study of dating couples engaging in a

conflict negotiation task

(Mongrain

et al., 1998),

loving behaviors relative to self-critical

women.

dependent

women engaged

Self-critical

women, on

in

more

the other hand,

displayed less loving and more hostile behaviors with their boyfriends. In another study

7

where participants interacted with confederates,
autonomy was negatively correlated with
several positive behaviors, such as smiling and
appearing cheerful (Bieling

& Alden,

2001).

Several studies have looked at the interpersonal
problems associated with
sociotropic and

autonomous personality

styles.

Sociotropy

associated with several

is

self-reported interpersonal problems, including being taken
advantage of, difficulty

expressing anger and asserting needs, and experiencing an excessive
need to please
others (Alden

experiencing

&

Bieling, 1996).

warm and

Autonomy

is

associated with difficulties expressing and

intimate feelings, inability to get along with others, and

distancing self from others (Alden

& Bieling,

1996). Similarly, dysfunctional attitudes

regarding approval by others are associated with being nonassertive and intrusive, while
dysfunctional attitudes regarding achievement and autonomy are related to interpersonal

problems such as difficulty expressing and experiencing affection with

others, social

anxiety and withdrawal, suspiciousness and anger, and being too controlling and assertive

(Whisman

& Friedman,

Some

1998).

researchers have found stronger relations between autonomy and

interpersonal problems. For instance, while Bieling and Alden (2001) found that

autonomy was negatively

related to positive social behaviors during a confederate

was

interaction task, sociotropy

their study

relations

of dysfunctional

not related to any deficits in positive social behaviors. In

attitudes,

Whisman and Friedman

between interpersonal problems and

regarding autonomy.

Work

looking

attitudes regarding approval than attitudes

at the related constructs

criticism supports this finding (Fichman, Koestner,

8

(1998) found weaker

of dependency and

& Zuroff,

1994).

self-

Whisman and

Friedman (1998) suggest
sociotropy

may be

that the

weaker

two

distinct factors:

Connectedness

abandonment.

on several measures of sociotropy and dependency

connectedness and neediness (Rude

reflects valuing relationships

while neediness

between interpersonal problems and

because sociotropy consists of two components,
one of which may be

adaptive. Factor analyses of the items
find

relations

may

It is

be more problematic as

& Bumham,

and being sensitive
it

possible that connectedness

1995).

to relationship partners,

reflects anxiety about rejection

is

not associated (or

is

and

negatively

associated) with interpersonal problems, accounting for the weaker
association between

sociotropy and interpersonal difficulties.

As both

sociotropy and autonomy appear to be characterized by particular and

distinct interpersonal profiles,

it

is

reasonable to suggest that these personality

traits

may

influence the quality of interpersonal relationships. Clark and Beck (1999), for instance,

hypothesize that sociotropic people will find their close relationships less satisfying and

more demanding and

intense because they rely so heavily on those relationships.

other hand, because autonomous individuals are

somewhat ambivalent about

On

close

the

relationships and wish to maintain interpersonal distance, they will find close

relationships uncomfortable. If their relationship partners seek emotional infimacy or

closeness, both partners

Relatively

little

may be

unsatisfied.

empirical

work has

investigated the potential link between

sociotropy and autonomy and relationship variables. The hypothesis that these
personality traits are related to relationship quality and outcomes, however, receives

some

indirect support

resemblance

from work done on adult attachment. Sociotropy bears

to the notion

of anxious attachment, which

9

reflects a desire for closeness

with others as well as concern that
partners do not love them as

and

fear that partners will leave

them (Hazan

& Shaver,

associated with an anxious attachment style
(Clark
1995).

Autonomy

much

as they

would

1987). Further, sociotropy

& Beck,

1999; Zuroff

like

is

& Fitzpatrick,

bears resemblance to an avoidant
attachment style, which

is

characterized by discomfort being close to others
and difficulty depending on and trusting
others (Hazan

& Shaver,

1987). Zuroff and Fitzpatrick (1995) found
that

associated with an avoidant style.

More

specifically, in a

autonomy was associated with a fearful-avoidant

style,

autonomy was

second study, they found that

which

is

characterized not only by

avoidance of close relationships, but also by "a fear of rejection,
a sense of personal
insecurity,

and a

distrust

Beck (1999) looked

of others" (Bartholomew

at the relations

between

& Horowitz,

different

1991,

p.

228). Clark and

components of autonomy and

attachment. While independence was not related to attachment style,
solitude was
negatively correlated with close attachment

The

correlations

comfort with intimate relationships).

between sociotropy and anxious attachment and autonomy and avoidant

attachment are moderate in

redundant (Clark

(i.e.,

&

size,

suggesting that these constructs are related, but not

Beck, 1999; Zuroff

& Fitzpatrick,

1995). Further, as Clark and

Beck

(1999) point out, the constructs of sociotropy and autonomy and the various adult

attachment styles have their origins

in different theoretical perspectives.

While the

constructs of the adult attachment styles are rooted in Bowlby's conceptualization of
early childhood attachment, sociotropy and

autonomy

arise

from a cognitive-behavioral

perspective. Thus, while sociotropy and anxious attachment and

autonomy and avoidant

attachment are related, they do not appear to be identical constructs.

10

Anxious and avoidant adult attachment
quality, functioning,

attachment style

is

styles, in turn, are related to relationship

and outcomes. Several studies find

that

an anxious/ambivalent

associated with a preoccupation with a romantic
partner's

responsiveness, dependability, and trustworthiness; jealousy;
falling in love easily and
quickly; and experiencing

more frequent negative emotions and

emotions in the context of the relationship
1990; Hazan

women

&

(e.g.,

less frequent positive

Collins 8c Read, 1990; Feeney

& Noller,

Shaver, 1987; Simpson, 1990). Collins and Read (1990) also found that

with a strong fear of abandonment reported less satisfaction, closeness, and

and more communication problems

An

trust

in their relationships.

anxious attachment style also appears

to influence partners'

behaviors and

evaluations of romantic relationships. For instance, in a study of couple interactions,

Campbell, Simpson, Kashy, and Rholes (2001) found that individuals with
anxious/ambivalent partners tended

to distance

suggested that anxious/ambivalent partners

may have engaged

partners to withdraw from them. Collins and

difference in partner perceptions.

Men

less closeness, trust,

women

and

faith,

in

behaviors that prompted

Read (1990) found an

with partners

satisfied with their relationships, reported

and

themselves from their partners. They

more

who

conflict

and also liked

feared

interesting gender

abandonment were

less

and communication problems

their partners less.

These

results

were

with male partners

who

feared abandonment. Similarly,

Kirkpatrick and Davis (1994) found that

men

with anxiously attached partners described

not found for

their relationships as less

relative to

men with

committed, satisfying, viable, and intimate and more conflictual

secure partners. However, men's attachment styles were largely

unrelated to their female partners' evaluations of the relationship.

11

Avoidantly attached individuals express concern
about avoiding intimacy and

commitment

(e.g.,

Collins

& Read,

1990; Feeney

& Noller,

1990;

Kazan

& Shaver,

1987). Individuals with avoidant attachment styles
report experiencing less engagement,
affection,

(Morrison
reported

commitment,

trust,

& Goodlin-Jones,

some gender

relationships.

interdependence, and satisfaction in their relationships
1997; Simpson, 1990).

differences in avoidantly attached individuals' ratings of
their

Avoidant men described

their relationships as less

intimate, viable, and caring relative to secure

associated with as

Kirkpatrick and Davis (1994)

many

men. Avoidance

negative ratings, although avoidant

relationships as less viable and involving

more

in

committed,

satisfied,

women was

women

not

did characterize their

conflict relative to secure

women.

Avoidant individuals also avoid self-disclosure and experience discomfort when
interacting with a disclosing conversation partner (Mikulincer

& Nachshon,

Further, they report experiencing less frequent positive emotions

1991).

and more frequent

negative emotions in their relationships relative to securely attached individuals
(Kirkpatrick

& Davis,

1994). In a sttidy of couple interactions (Campbell et

avoidant individuals were more

their partners,

showed

critical,

Men

and

women whose

2001),

distanced themselves more from

to other people. This study

partners were higher in avoidance

greater irritation, negative emotion, and criticism during the interaction.

Attachment

Some

and

and showed more negative emotion compared

also found partner effects.

also

irritable

al.,

style

may

also be related to the stability of romantic relationships.

studies suggest that the romantic relationships of securely attached individuals last

longer than those of either avoidantly or anxiously attached individuals (Feeney

Noller, 1990;

Hazan

& Shaver

1987). For instance, in a study

12

&

by Hazan and Shaver

(1987), the relationships of securely attached
individuals lasted, on average, about
10
years, while the average duration

was about 6 years

for anxious/avoidant individuals

and

about 5 years for anxious/ambivalent participants.
They also found that securely attached
individuals were less likely to be divorced than
either anxious/ambivalent or

anxious/avoidant individuals.

The association between insecure attachment and

relationship stability appears,

however, to be somewhat complex and may depend on an
interaction between gender and
attachment

style.

In Davis and Kirkpatrick's longitudinal study
(1994), anxious

had more stable relationships than either secure or avoidant
rated their relationships as

low

in satisfaction

and high

women even

in conflict.

women

though they

Feeney and NoUer

(1992) found that avoidant attachment predicted relationship break-up, especially for

women. Davis and
observation that

might be

less

Kirkpatrick suggest that these findings might be explained by the

women

women

motivated to maintain relationships and less skilled in social interactions, so

their relationships

might be especially

other hand, should be

more

tend to be the maintainers of relationships. Avoidant

more motivated

likely to

end

in break-up.

to stay in relationships.

Anxious women, on the

As

a result, they

may be

active in maintaining the relationship, and, thus, less likely to break-up. In the

Davis and Kirkpatrick study (1994), avoidant

men had

the

most stable

relationships,

even

though they gave the lowest ratings of their relationships. This finding may also be
related to the different roles that

their sample, avoidant

(there

men and women

men were

were no avoidant-avoidant

relationships with partners

in relationships

pairs).

who were

take in maintaining relationships. In

with either secure or anxious

Thus, avoidant

men may have been

women

in

active in maintaining the relationship. Thus,
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it

appears that attachment style
the connections

In

may be

may depend on

related to the stability of romantic
relationships, but

gender.

summary, sociotropy and autonomy

are related to, but do not completely

overlap with, anxious and avoidant attachment
styles, respectively. In turn, both
of these

attachment styles are related to a host of problems in
interpersonal relationships as well
as self and partner ratings of satisfaction with
and quality of the relationship. Further,

these attachment styles also appear to be related to
relationship stability and longevity.

These findings offer

indirect support for the suggestion that the personality
constructs of

sociotropy and autonomy will also be related to relationship
quality and

stability.

direct support for this hypothesis

investigating

comes from a small number of studies

associations between sociotropy and

autonomy

(or

dependency and

self-criticism)

More

and

relationship satisfaction and quality.

The

little

work

that has

related to relationship discord

relationship quality

may

been done provides evidence

and dissatisfaction, while the

autonomy may be

that

link

between sociotropy and

be more complex. In a study of the relationships of couples

which one partner was depressed. Lynch, Robins, and Morse (2001) found

was negatively

that scores

on

the Solitude scale of the

related to relationship satisfaction, although this relation

was

autonomy

correlated with relationship satisfaction. In a non-clinical sample, Clark

and Beck (1999) found

sociotropy

that

in

controlled.

SAS were

was not

Independence was not related

negatively

significant

when

to satisfaction. Further, in a

study of gay and lesbian couples, Kurdek (2000) found that an individual's level of

autonomy was negatively
Lynch

et al.'s

related to his or her attraction to the relationship. In addition, in

study (2001), autonomy was associated with a "demand-withdraw pattem,"
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a problematic dynamic in which one partner
confronts the other with demands and

complaints, while the other passively withdraws.
This pattern has been linked to both
relationship discord and depression (Christensen,
1987).

The above

findings suggest that

autonomy (perhaps

solitude specifically)

is

related to problematic relationship patterns and
dissatisfacfion. These findings are

consistent with studies looking at the relationships of people
high in self-criticism.
criticism

is

associated with relationship distress and dissatisfaction and
sexual

dissatisfaction (Morrison, Urquiza,

In a study

Self-

& Goodlin- Jones,

1998; Zuroff

of dating couples, Zuroff and Duncan (1999) found

& de Lorimier,

that self-criticism

1989).

was

associated with negative relational schemas and negative reactions in a conflict-resolution
Individuals with higher levels of self-criticism

task.

them and perceived themselves
also

became more upset during

them

coldly. Self-criticism

men. Individuals high

saw

their partners as likely to attack

as likely to respond in maladaptive ways. Self-critics

the conflict task and reported that their partners treated

was

also associated with greater hostility in

women, but

not

in self-criticism report that their interpersonal interactions are less

pleasant and also report less frequent interactions relative to dependent individuals

(Zuroff, Stotland,

Sweetman, Craig,

& Koestner,

1995).

Studies looking at both partner ratings of self-critical or autonomous individuals

and observer ratings of self-critical or autonomous individuals and
provide evidence that these

relationships.

In a study

traits

their partners also

are associated with problems in interpersonal

where participants interacted with confederates, autonomous

dysphoric participants were liked less well by confederates relative
dy.sphoric participants (Bieling

& Alden,

1998).
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In a similar study,

to sociotropic

autonomy

interacted

with depression to predict rejection by the confederate.
In other words, autonomous
participants

the

were more

likely to

autonomous person

be rejected by their interaction partners, but only
when

also had higher levels of depressive

symptoms

2001). In a study of women and their relationship partners, Mongrain
that self-critical

more

hostile

women were

and

of self-critical

less loving

women

rated

by both

their boyfriends

(Bieling

et al.

& Alden,

(1998) found

and independent judges as

during an interaction task with their partners. The partners

also behaved in

more

hostile

and

less loving

ways and

reported

higher levels of dysphoria following the interaction. These findings suggest
that the
relationships of self-critical

Thus,

autonomy and

women

involve negative reciprocal interaction patterns.

self-criticism appear to be related to several aspects of

relationship discord, including problematic behaviors by both the

critical

autonomous or

self-

person and his/her partner, negative evaluation by interaction partners and outside

observers, and general dissatisfaction with the relationship.

The connection between

sociotropy and relationship quality, however, appears to be somewhat more complex.

Several studies of both sociotropy and the very similar construct of dependency suggest
that these traits are associated with problematic interpersonal behaviors

and

interactions.

For instance, consistent with their hypothesis that sociotropic people will have more
intense relationships, Clark and

Beck (1999) found

that sociotropy

was

positively

associated with ratings of how badly individuals thought they would feel

relationship ended. Sociotropy

was

if their

also related to greater ratings of conflict and

disagreement with partners. In their study of the relationships of clinically depressed
individuals.

Lynch

et al.

(2001) found

that, like

autonomy, sociotropy was associated

with the problematic "demand-withdraw" pattern. Sociotropic patients were more likely
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to report that they

role.

were

in the

These findings suggest

"demand"

role,

while their partners were

that the relationships

in the

"withdraw"

of sociotropic individuals involve

problematic behaviors and patterns.

However, evidence
is

that sociotropy is associated with relationship
dissatisfaction

mixed. While Clark and Beck (1999) found that sociotropy did predict
relationship

dissatisfaction, other studies find that sociotropy

satisfaction

(Lynch

et al,

2001; Morrison

and dependency are not related

to

Further, Zuroff and Fitzpatrick

et al., 1998).

(1995) found that sociotropy was positively related to ratings of love for romantic
partners and Zuroff and de Lorimier (1989) found that

women's

ratings of love for their

boyfriends were positively associated with dependency.

The

findings that sociotropy

is

either not related to satisfaction or that

positively associated with feelings of love

is

seem

it

may be

inconsistent with findings that sociotropy

related to relationship conflict and the maladaptive

demand-withdraw

pattern.

However, research investigating the perceptions of both the sociotropic/dependent
individual and his or her partner shed

study of dependent and self-critical

(1998) concluded that dependent

some

women

light

and

women have

on

their

seeming inconsistency. In

romantic partners, Mongrain

their

et al.

a positive bias in their perceptions of

themselves, their partners, and their relationships.

women

this

As

previously mentioned, dependent

reported behaving in a loving manner during a conflict negotiation task with their

boyfriends. Boyfriends, however, did not perceive their dependent girlfriends' behaviors

as

more

loving. Further, dependent

more loving manner compared
partners' ratings of their

own

women perceived their partners

to the ratings

as behaving in a

of external judges and compared

behaviors. Thus,
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women saw their own

to the

behaviors and the

behaviors of their boyfriends as more positive
than they were. Their partners,
however,
did not share this positive bias. In fact,
following the interaction task, partners
of

dependent

women

reported a significant decrease in positive affect
and a marginally

significant increase in hostility.

The work of Bieling and Alden (1998) supports Mongrain
that

dependent

women

et al.'s

hold positive illusions about their relationships.

with a confederate, sociotropic

autonomous women did and
However, while sociotropic

women

participants

them

In

an interaction

reported liking the confederate more than

also perceived that the confederate

the confederates actually liked

(1998) assertion

were liked

better than

less than individuals

was pleased with them.

autonomous

who had lower

participants,

levels of

sociotropy.

Thus,

it

seems reasonable

to suggest that sociotropy is related to the quality

and

nature of interpersonal relationships. Problematic interactions and behavior
patterns are

seen in the relationships of sociotropic people. However, sociotropic individuals seem
perceive their relationships in an overly positive
sociotropic people

themselves to

may

light.

As Morrison

value maintaining the relationship so

feel dissatisfied.

much

et al.

to

(1998) suggest,

that they

do not allow

Nonetheless, their partners do seem to experience

dissatisfaction with their sociotropic partners

and relationships.

Gender
Little

of the work examining sociotropy and autonomy

in association with either

depression or interpersonal behaviors and relationships has explicitly explored gender

differences in

much

depth. A.

occur more frequently

in

men

T.

Beck (1983)

asserts that

autonomous personality types

while sociotropic personality types arc more often
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observed in women. This assertion has received
mixed support. While several studies
do
find higher levels of sociotropy in

McBride, Bacchiochi,

& Bagby, 2005;

difference (e.g., Gorski

autonomy

finds that

Sato

et al.,

& McCann, 2000

2005; Robins

et al.,

men

(e.g.,

Clark

& Beck,

Sato, 2003; Sato

& Young, 2002;

higher in

is

Independence]; Clark

women

Robins

(e.g.,

et al.,

1995;

& McCann, 2000) others find no

et al., 1997).

Clark

1991; Clark

& Beck,

Similarly,

some

research

1991 [Solitude and

1995 [Solitude]; Sato, 2003 [Solitude and Independence];

[Solitude]), while other research

1997; $ahin, Ulusoy,

Regardless of whether sociotropy

is

& §ahin,

higher in

does not

(e.g.,

McBride

et al.,

1993).

women and autonomy

is

higher in men,

only a small number of studies have examined whether these personality
constructs have
different

meanings and

relations to depression or interpersonal fiincfioning for

women. Moreover, much of the work on sociotropy and autonomy,

men and

especially the

work

looking at these constructs in relation to interpersonal behaviors and relationships,
has

only involved female participants. Thus, gender differences could not be studied.
Further, almost

no work has looked

at

gender differences

in the associations

sociotropy and autonomy and other measures of personality.

et al.'s

One exception

between
is

McBride

study (2005) comparing participants' sociotropy and autonomy scores on the

Revised Personal Style Inventory (PSI-II)

to their profiles

on

the Revised

NEO-

Personality Inventory (NEO-Pl-R), a questionnaire designed to measure the five-factor

model of personality. McBride
correlations

Autonomy

et al.

found gender differences

in the pattern

of

between the domains and facets of the NEO-PI-R and the Sociotropy and

scales of the PSI-II. For

women, only negadve

traits (e.g., anxiety,

depression, self-consciousness, and vulnerability) were correlated with sociotropy. For
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men, however, sociotropy was associated with fewer
negative
positive traits (e.g.,

negative

warmth and

traits (e.g., hostility,

and women,

it

was more

altruism).

anger, and

well as

some

While autonomy was associated with several

low warmth and gregariousness)

strongly correlated with depression for

suggest that both sociotropy and autonomy

women

traits as

may confer a higher

for both

women. McBride

men
et al.

risk to depression for

than for men. In addition, the adult attachment work
suggests that the

connections between attachment style and relationship

stability

depend on gender.

Similar interactions are possible for sociotropy and autonomy.

The Present Study
Past theoretical and empirical

work suggests

that sociotropy

and autonomy confer

vulnerability to depression, perhaps through interaction with negative

events.

life

also possible, however, that individuals with high levels of sociotropy and

engage

in

behaviors that

likely to occur.

make

negative

Thus, these personality

life

Prior

life

traits

might be considered "double diatheses;" not
life

events, but they

events, in particular negative interpersonal events,

work has found

autonomy

events (such as interpersonal problems) more

only might they heighten sensitivity to negative
negative

It is

may

more

also

make

likely to occur.

that these personality traits are associated with patterns of

interpersonal concerns, perceptions, behaviors, and problems that likely influence the

quality of relationships. Further, they are associated with attachment styles that have

been linked

to relationship difficulties.

Based on

this

work, there

is

good reason

to believe that sociotropy

influence relationship quality and outcome. However, only a very small

studies have directly investigated whether sociotropy and
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and autonomy

number of

autonomy influence aspects of

relationship quality or success.

outcome

Such work

is

needed because relationship quality and

are different constructs from interpersonal
concerns, perceptions, behaviors, and

problems. While a

fair

amount of work informs us

that sociotropy

and autonomy are

related to particular patterns of interpersonal concerns,
perceptions, behaviors, and

problems, this work does not

tell

and quality of relationships.

In other

how these

us

interpersonal patterns influence the course

words, the question, "What are relationships

characterized by these interpersonal patterns like and what happens
to them?" remains

unanswered. Further, while a few studies have looked

and autonomy and relationship variables such as
relationship

outcomes

of the relationship. Looking

and

at this

satisfaction,

none have looked

at

whether or not a couple breaks up or stays together.

like stability,

Stability provides an additional,

connections between sociotropy

at

in

a sense more objective, measure of the "success"

outcome

is

crucial because, as Kirkpatrick and Davis

(1994) argue, relationship satisfaction does not necessarily correspond to
relationships characterized by dissatisfaction and conflict

may

stability.

Some

be quite long-lasting.

Moreover, partners within a couple may have different perceptions of the quality of their
relationship.

In fact, prior research suggests that sociotropic individuals

positive perceptions of their relationships, while their partners

views.

It is

particularly interesting to see, therefore,

The present study extends

the prior

work by investigating

and autonomy and relationship quality and

stability in a

Further, the present study extends the small

looking

at

how

may have

may have more

quite

negative

stable these relationships are.

the relation

between sociotropy

sample of dating couples.

amount of work

that has

been done

sociotropy and autonomy and relationship variables in a number of ways. This

study investigates not only the associations between participants'
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own

levels

of

sociotropy and autonomy and relationship quality
and stability, but also the influence of
partners' personality traits

on relationship outcomes.

Little

of the work that has been

done on sociotropy/autonomy and interpersonal behaviors
and
examined partner

women was

effects.

Mongrain

et al.'s

effects.

that the association

the

women

importance of assessing both actor

between relationship quality and an individual's

quality of a couple in

his or her partner's level

which one partner

might be quite different from
trait.

attests to the

by

Possible interaction effects will also be considered. Thus,

autonomy depends on

the

(1998) study finding that sociotropy in

associated with markedly different behavioral ratings

themselves and their partners, however,

and partner

relationships has

that

Almost no work looking

investigated interaction effects.

significant interaction

is

of the

quite high

of a couple

in

trait.

level

it

of sociotropy or

For example, the relationship

on sociotropy and the other

which both partners have high

at these personality traits

may be

is

low

levels

of

and relationship variables has

The one exception (Kurdek, 2000) did

find that a

between gay and lesbian partners' levels of sociotropy predicted

perceived constraints to leaving the relationship, suggesting that investigating interactions

may be

a worthwhile approach.

The present study

also examines whether gender moderates

between sociotropy and autonomy and relationship quality and
above,

little

work has

studied these

traits in

directly

examined gender

women. However,

stability.

As explained

and several studies have only

research looking at the personality correlates of

sociotropy and autonomy suggests that these

implications for

effects

any of the associations

traits

men and women.
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may have

different

meanings and

While not the main focus of the study, the present
work

also explores the relations

between the personality variables sociotropy and autonomy
and adult attachment
the prediction of relationship quality.
to the

As

discussed, sociotropy bears

style
le in

some resemblance

notion of attachment anxiety and solitude seems
conceptually similar to attachment

avoidance. Little empirical work, however, has examined
related.

how

these constructs are

These constructs have different theoretical origins and work
on these two

constructs has been conducted by different groups of researchers.
useful to begin a

more

unified dialogue, considering

how these

I

sets

believe that

it

sets

of

will be

of constructs may be

related.

The present study evaluates
Hypothesis

One's own

1:

the following hypotheses:

level of sociotropy will positively predict his or

her

ratings of relationship quality.
Sociotropic individuals are motivated to maintain close relationships because their
self-worth depends on them. Because of the importance of these relationships,
individuals with high levels of sociotropy will also provide high ratings of relationship
quality.

This hypothesis finds empirical support in the work of Mongrain

who found that dependent women had
their partners,

Hypothesis

and

2:

et al. (1998),

a positive bias in their perceptions of themselves,

their relationships.

One's

level of sociotropy will negatively predict his or

her partner's

ratings of relationship quality.

Highly sociotropic individuals engage
seeking that tend to

Mongrain

et al.

elicit

in behaviors

such as excessive reassurance

negative reactions from partners (R. Beck et

(1998) found that the partners of dependent
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women

al.,

2001). Further,

reported decreased

positive affect and increased hostility following
interactions with their girlfriends.
Thus,
I

expect that as one's level of sociotropy increases,
one's partner's relationship quality

ratings will decrease.

Hypothesis 3: Solitude, one component of autonomy, will
be negatively related
to

both

self-

and partner-rated

quality.

Because individuals who are high

in solitude are insensitive to the

prefer to maintain interpersonal distance,

both

self-

and partner-rated relationship

solitude will provide relatively

Hypothesis

4:

I

needs of others and

expect that solitude will negatively predict

quality. Thus, individuals with high levels

low quality

ratings as will their partners.

Independence, another component of autonomy,

positively related to or unrelated to both self-

Independence does not appear

of

and partner-rated

to confer risk for depression

will either

be

quality.

and

may even be

a

protective factor. People with high levels of independence set high standards for

themselves and do not rely on the approval of others for their
Intuitively, this trait

own

self-esteem.

should not be related to relationship problems and

may even be

related to relationship success.

Hypothesis

5:

Sociotropy will be negatively related to relationship

Stability (whether or not the couple breaks

stability.

up or stays together during a 6-month

period) provides an additional measure of the "success" of the relationship.

As

differences between partners' ratings of relationship quality are expected,

will be

particularly interesting to see

whether personality

quality ratings but also stability.

Given

my

traits are

it

associated with not only

hypotheses that sociotropy will be associated
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with higher self-rated quality, but lower partner-rated
quality, sociotropy

may be

associated with a higher likelihood of break-up.

Hypothesis

6:

Solitude, but not independence, will be negatively
related to

relationship stability.

Given

my hypotheses about

independence and quality

ratings,

I

expect that

independence will either be unrelated to or positively associated with
other hand, as solitude

ratings,

I

It is

effects

expect that

it

is

On the

hypothesized to be related to low self and partner quality

will also be associated with less stable relationships.

also possible that the above hypotheses are too simple. Actor and partner

may

not capture the complexity of the association between these personality

constructs and the relationship variables.

It is

reasonable to think that an individual's

personality traits and the traits of his or her partner

quality

stability.

and

stability.

may

interact to predict relationship

For example, a couple in which both partners are high on

sociotropy might be especially unlikely to break up as both partners will be motivated to

preserve their relationship. However, a couple in which one partner

and the other low might be more likely to break-up
for reassurance

specific hypotheses will be

Similarly, gender

that sociotropy

hostility

by the

at interaction effects for sociotropy

partner.

demands

As almost

and autonomy, no

made.

may moderate

the hypothesized relations. Prior research suggests

and autonomy may have different meanings

Further, research

high on sociotropy

if the sociotropic partner's

and closeness are met with rejection or

no previous work has looked

is

on adult attachment finds

and relationship variables such as

stability

for

that the associations

men and women.
between attachment

depend on which attachment
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style

style is displayed

by the male and which
between sociotropy,

is

displayed by the female partner. Similarly,
the associations

solitude,

and independence and relationship quality
and

stability

may

be moderated by gender. As almost no empirical work has
investigated gender
differences in the associations between these personality
relationships, these analyses are exploratory

No

specific hypotheses are

and

made regarding

I

traits

and interpersonal

have no specific hypotheses.

the attachment variables.

the personality models in order to determine whether sociotropy and

I

added them

autonomy have

explanatory power over and above the effects of attachment anxiety and
avoidance.
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to

CHAPTER 2

METHOD
Participants

Participants for this study

1

were 195

late

adolescent dating couples. Ages ranged from

8 to 21 years and participants had been involved in romantic relationships with their

partners for at least 2

months when they entered the

study.

The sample was

representative of older adolescents in the western Massachusetts
participants

were

recruited,

and participants reported

community from which

their ethnic identities as non-

Hispanic European American (86.4%), Latino/Latina (5.1%), African American
(1.3%),

Asian American/Pacific Islander (5.1%), Native American (.8%), or other
Participants

were recruited from the western Massachusetts area through

and presentations

in

(1

.3%).

flyers, posters,

University of Massachusetts undergraduate courses. Each

participant received $60, and those

who were

University of Massachusetts

undergraduates also received extra credit points for their participation.

Procedure

The data were taken from

the initial and

6-month follow-up sessions of a

longitudinal study of adolescent romantic relationships. During the

participants completed a series of questionnaires

task that

is

irrelevant to the current study.

and participated

first

larger

session,

in a conflict negotiation

During the 6-month follow-up session, the

participants completed additional questionnaires.
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Measures

Sociotropy-Autonomy Scale (SAS)
Sociotropy and autonomy were measured during
the

(1995) revision of the SAS. The revised
Sociotropy subscale (29 items) and two

Independence (17 items). Each item

approved by others"

is

is

SAS

initial

session using Clark et

contains 59 items that comprise a

Autonomy

subscales: Solitude (13 items) and

a statement (e.g., '1t

is

important to be liked and

a Sociotropy item) and participants indicated the
percentage of

time that each statement applied to them. The participants
could select

100%. The items were then scored on a scale from
separately for each of the three subscales by
scale.

al.'s

0-4.

summing

0, 25, 50, 75,

or

Scores were calculated

the scores

on each item of the

All three subscales have been found to have acceptable internal
consistency

(Cronbach alphas: Sociotropy

.87, Solitude .70,

Independence

.76;

Clark

et al., 1995).

In

the current sample, the three subscales had acceptable reliability (Cronbach alphas:

Sociotropy

.88, Solitude .72,

Independence

.73).

Perceived Relationship Quality Components Scale
Relationship quality was measured during the
(Fletcher,

Simpson,

(satisfaction,

consists of

1

trust,

8 items and each of the 6

relationship

finds

good

PRQC

passion, and love). This questionnaire

components

items were selected to be highly face valid

is

session using the

& Thomas, 2000), a measure of six aspects of relationship quality

commitment, intimacy,

relationship?"

initial

(PRQC)

(e.g.,

is

assessed by three questions. The

"How

satisfied are

you with your

an item on the satisfaction scale). Participants rated their current

on a 7-point Likert-type

reliability for

scale (1

= not

at all to 7

= extremely). Past research

each scale (coefficient alphas ranging from .74 on the Trust
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scale to .94

total scale

on the Commitment

and

all six

Satisfaction .95,

scale; Fletcher et

al.,

2000). In the current sample, the

subscales had good reliability (Cronbach alphas: Total
Scale .94,

Commitment

.96,

Intimacy .82, Trust

.81,

Passion .82, Love

.92).

Instead of using participants' scores on the six original scales,
the 18 items of the

PRQC were

subjected to a principal components analysis. The

first

component, which

accounted for 5 1 .7% of the variance, was retained. This component was labeled
Relationship Quality; items that loaded highly onto this factor included questions
about
satisfaction with, happiness with, devotion to,

as questions about

how much

weights (or eigenvectors) on

weight of .791

.

and dedication

to the relationship as well

the respondent adores and cherishes his/her partner. Item

this

component ranged from .435

to .840,

with a median

Because the research questions focus on understanding overall

relationship quality (as opposed to the six aspects of relationship quality measured by the
original

PRQC

subscales), the participants'

component scores on

this Relationship

Quality factor were used as the outcome variable. Using the component scores has a

number of advantages over using

the

raw

sores.

with some items loading less strongly onto the

component scores
of the 18 items.

is

First,

first

because the eigenvectors ranged

component than

others, using

appropriate because the component scores represent a weighted

In addition, the distribution

sum

of the component scores has more desirable

properties for the analyses. Specifically, while the distributions of the original scores

showed marked deviation from normality,

the

normally distributed.
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component scores were much

closer to

Relationship Stability

Relationship stability was assessed using questions
asked
session.

variable

Participants

was considered

same response.

6-month follow-up

were asked whether they had broken up or were
a couple-level variable, although both

provided separate responses. In almost
the

at the

In four cases,

all

cases, both

still

together. This

members of the couple

members of the couple provided

however, the members of the couple provided

connicting answers. In three of those cases, the discrepancy was
resolved by looking
additional information provided on the questionnaire.

One couple was dropped from

analysis because the discrepancy could not be resolved. In

of the couple returned

was used

for both

at the

6-month follow-up.

members of the

dating.

In a

few

In

initial

almost

cases,

all

session, participants

cases, both

some

member

cases, only one

In those cases, that

member's response

couple.

Length of Relationship

During the

at

at

Entry into Study

were asked

to indicate

how

members of each couple provided

members of a couple provided responses

long they had been

identical responses.

that differed

by up

to a

few

months. In those cases, both responses were averaged. The length of the relationship
entry into the study

and

was used

as a control variable in the analyses of relationship quality

stability.

Experiences

The Experiences

in

scale measures

in

Close Relationships Scale (ECR)

Close Relationships scale (ECR)

used to assess attachment

The

at

in

is

a 36-item self-report measure

romantic relationships (Brennan, Clark,

& Shaver,

1998).

two dimensions of attachment: Avoidance and Anxiety. The

Avoidance subscale assesses avoidance of intimacy and dependence on one's romantic
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partner.

The Anxiety subscale measures

individuals' anxiety about rejection

abandonment. Items are rated on a 7-point Likert

scale, ranging

from

1

and

(Disagree

strongly) to 7 (Agree strongly). In the current
sample, subscales had acceptable
reliability

(Cronbach's alpha: Avoidance

.86,

Anxiety

.90).

Analvtic Strategy
Hierarchical linear modeling

Toit (2004)

was

techniques were used in the analyses

HLM6 program of Raudenbush,

involving relationship quality. The

Congdon and du

(HLM)

used.

Bryk, Cheong,

HLM has several advantages that address the

challenges of analyzing data with dependent outcomes.

HLM computes a more precise

standard error by using information about the association between the scores
within
couples. In addition,

HLM allows for simultaneous estimation of male and female

outcomes predicted from variables
the couple. Further,

that are

both unique to each person and

HLM allows for the prediction of individuals'

partners' scores. This last feature

is

crucial as

I

common to

outcomes from

their

investigated several types of models:

actor models that predict an individual's relationship quality from his or her personality

traits;

partner models that predict an individual's relationship quality from his or her

partner's traits; actor-partner interdependence models that predict an individual's

relationship quality

from both the individual's and

his or her partner's personality traits;

and actor-partner interaction models where an individual's relationship quality
predicted from the individual's personality

interaction of the individual's and partner's

The
the male's

level

traits,

his or her partner's traits,

is

and the

traits.

one model presents the outcome (relationship quality) as a function of

and female's

true scores plus

measurement
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error:

=

Yij

Where Yy
from the

is

+

(3,j(Male)

PijCFemale)

+

r

the relationship quaUty score (the
principal

PRQC)

for individual

"male" and "female" are

withj =

in couple/,

/

dummy variables

coded 0 or

relationship score belongs. Consequently,

coupley, and

1,

component score on
.

1

.

have a constant variance

which partner a

represents the true score for the male in

represented by

is

1

195 couples. The variables

.,

to indicate to

represents the true score for the female.

the relationship quality scores

factor

The

error

of measurement

Typically, the errors are

r.

for

assumed

to

Because there are only two relationship scores for each

o^.

dyad, one contributed by each partner, there was not sufficient
information to calculate

both a true score and measurement error. Thus, the error variance was calculated
by
multiplying

was

(1 -reliability for

calculated separately for

The

level

PRQC) by the

the

PRQC

variance of

scores. Error variance

men and women.

two model predicts male and female

from various potential explanatory variables

true relationship quality scores

that characterize either the couple or

individual partners within the couple as follows:

where
y

1

1

+

.

yio

.

scores.

.

and

yiq

The

Pij

Yio

=
P2j

Y20

+
+

Ti

I

T21

+
+

•

•

•

•

•

.

+ U|j
y2q +
Yiq

for males

for fcmalcs

yio are the average relationship quality scores for

and

y2i

+

•

-

residuals for

men and women,

uij

Logistic regression

it is

was used

a dichotomous variable (0

=

males and females, and

male and female relationship quality

y2q are the predictors for

and

normally distributed across couples with variances

as

and

respectively, are

U2j

xi

i

and

T22

assumed

and covariance

to

be

T12

to address the research questions regarding stability

still

together;
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1

= broken-up).

Several models were

run including male and female sociotropy,
solitude, independence, attachment
anxiety,

attachment avoidance, and male x female
interactions as predictors of relationship
break-up.
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CHAPTER 3
RESULTS
Descriptive Characteristics of the

See Table
variables.

/(1 94)

=

1

for descriptive statistics

On the SAS, women

-4.27,

Samp le

by gender for the outcome and predictor

had higher scores on the Sociotropy subscale than men,

p<.00\, and men had higher

scores on the Solitude subscale than

/(194)= 5.83,p < .001. Men's and women's scores did not
subscale.

On

subscale than

the

ECR, men had

women,

/(1

88)

=

significantly higher scores

2.68,

p=

differ

on

on

women,

the Independence

the Attachment Avoidance

There was no significant gender difference

.008.

on the Attachment Anxiety subscale. Correlations between the personality and
attachment variables were calculated separately for

Table

94)

shown

are

in

2.

Women had higher total
/(1

men and women and

=

-3.23,

=

.001

.

scores on the

PRQC,

The length of couples'

the measure of relationship quality,

relationships

was included

as a possible

control variable. For the couples in the sample, the length of the relationship ranged

between 2 months

to greater than 3 years, with a

duration of 15.38 months and a

The length of relationship showed noteworthy

standard deviation of

1 1

and was not normally

distributed.

.04.

mean

For inclusion

in

positive

skew

HLM models, a square root

transformation of length was used, which helped improve the skew. Length of

relationship

was

originally included as a control variable in all

models predicting

relationship quality and break-up from sociotropy, solitude, and independence. Because

length

was not a

significant predictor in any of the models,

it

was dropped from

analyses and the models presented below did not include the length variable.
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the

Hierarchical

L inear Modeling (HLM)

An?^ly«;pQ

Predicting Relationship Quality from
Personality Variables

A

series

of HLM models was

built to evaluate

my

hypotheses. For each of the

three personality traits of interest (sociotropy,
solitude, and independence), a series
of

four models was built: an actor model looking

on his/her relationship

trait

quality; a partner

individual's partner's level of the trait

on

at the effect

of an individual's level of the

model looking

at the effect

of an

his/her relationship quality, an actor-partner

interdependence model predicting relationship quality from
an individual's and partner's
level

of the

interaction

and an actor-partner interaction model evaluating the effect
of the

trait,

between both partners'

three personality traits were

level of the trait

on relationship

examined separately, a fourth

set

quality.

of models, again looking

actor effects, partner effects, actor-partner effects, and interaction effects,

including

Baseline

all

three

Model

(see

for both

men

(A.

=

.94)

and

The

reliability

women

(X

=

true relationship quality scores in

of the estimated coefficients was

.93).

A

strong positive correlation

existed between partners' relationship quality scores (interclass correlation

confirms that a multilevel modeling approach

dependence

PRQC

in

men's and women's

score, this

higher for

built

Table 3)

the absence of explanatory variables.

good

was

at

traits.

The baseline model estimates male and female

quite

After the

model shows

women than

scores.

is

=

.502),

which

most appropriate given the degree of

Similar to the descriptive analysis of the total

that the average relationship quality

for men,;^ (1)

=

11 .52,

p=

.001.

component score was

In addition, analysis of the

variance components revealed that there was significant variability around the mean of
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both men's and women's relationship quahty
scores, which suggests that
predictors can
be added to this model in an attempt to
explain this variability.

Sociotropy Models (see Table 3)

To explore

potential actor effects of sociotropy

on relationship

quality,

male

sociotropy was added as a level two predictor of
male relationship quality and female
sociotropy was added as a predictor of female relationship
quality. While male

sociotropy did not predict male relationship quality, female
sociotropy positively
predicted female relationship quality.

As

hypothesized, as the level of women's

sociotropy increased, so did self-rated relationship quality. The
effect of female
sociotropy on female relationship quality appears to be quite small,
explaining only .7%

of the variance

in

female relationship quality.

To explore

potential partner effects of sociotropy,

male sociotropy was added as a

predictor of female relationship quality and female sociotropy

male relationship

quality.

was added

as a predictor of

While male sociotropy did not predict female relationship

quality, female sociotropy negatively predicted

male relationship

quality.

Males'

relationship quality decreased as female partner's sociotropy increased. Again, the

partner effect of female sociotropy appears rather small, accounting for 1.6% of the

variance in male relationship quality.

A third model

(the actor-partner interdependence model)

was evaluated including

both male and female sociotropy as predictors of male and female relationship quality. In
this

now

model, the association between female sociotropy and male relationship quality was
marginally significant

when male

sociotropy was controlled. The association

between female sociotropy and female relationship quality was no longer
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significant

when male

sociotropy was controlled.

As

in the actor

and partner models, male

sociotropy did not predict relationship quality for
males or females.

A fourth model (the interaction model) evaluating actor, partner, and
effects

was

tested.

predict either

this

The

interaction of male and female sociotropy did not
significantly

male or female relationship

model was not an improvement

/(2)=2.46,p =

interaction

in

fit

quality.

Further, a deviance test revealed that

over the actor-partner interdependence model,

.29.

Solitude Models (see Table 4)
In the solitude actor model,

male solitude was entered as a predictor of male

relationship quality and female solitude

Both actor

quality.

effects

were

was entered

Male

significant.

as a predictor of female relationship

solitude negatively predicted

male

relationship quality and female solitude negatively predicted female relationship quality.

For both

men and women,

as solitude increased, relationship quality decreased.

solitude accounted for

3.2% of the variance

solitude accounted for

6% of the variance

To

create a partner model,

in

male relationship quality and female

female relationship quality.

male solitude was entered

relationship quality and female solitude

was entered

There were no significant partner

quality.

in

Male

as a predictor of female

as a predictor of male relationship

effects.

Next, an actor-partner interdependence model was created, entering both male and

female solitude as predictors of male and female relationship quality. Similar to the
actor-only model, male solitude negatively predicted male relationship quality and female

solitude negatively predicted female relationship quality, controlling for partner's

solitude.

As

in the partner-only

model, male solitude did not predict female relationship
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quality.

Unlike the partner-only model, when male
solitude was controlled, female

solitude

was a

significant negative predictor of

male relationship

quality. Thus, there

was

a suppressor effect; the relation between female
solitude and male relationship
quality

was only seen when both

the actor and partner effects of solitude

model. This model accounted for 5.5% of the variance

7.3% of the variance

in

in

were included

in the

male relationship quality and

female relationship quality. The actor-partner
interdependence

model of solitude explained more variance than

either the actor or partner solitude

models alone.

An

interaction

model was also run

interaction effects of solitude

to evaluate actor, partner,

on relationship

solitude did not significantly predict either

deviance

test

showed

that this

(see

An actor model was

The

interaction of

male or female relationship

model was not an improvement

interdependence model, /^(2) = 1.65,/? >

Independence Models

quality.

and actor x partner

in

fit

male and female

quality.

Further, a

over the actor-partner

.50.

Table 5)
run to explore whether an individual's independence score

predicted his/her relationship quality. There were no significant actor effects of either

male or female independence

scores.

A partner model was run to explore whether an individual's partner's score
predicted his/her relationship quality. While female independence did not predict male

relationship quality,

at a

male independence positively predicted female relationship quality

marginal level of significance and accounted for 2.2% of the variance in female

relationship quality.
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Next, an actor-partner interdependence model
was run including both male and

female independence as predictors of male and
female relationship quality. Similar

to the

actor-only model, there were no significant actor
effects of either male or female

independence.

As

in the partner-only

relationship quality.

When

model, female independence did not predict
male

female independence was controlled, male independence
did

significantly positively predict female relationship quality.
This effect reached

significance in the actor-partner interdependence model, but
significant in the partner only model, suggesting that there

was only marginally

was

a

weak suppressor

of female independence. This model accounted for 2.2% of the variance

effect

in female

relationship quality.

A fourth model was run to test the interaction between male and female
independence

in predicting relationship quality.

male or female relationship
not an improvement in

fit

quality.

The

interaction did not predict either

Further, a deviance test

showed

that this

model was

over the actor-partner interdependence model, /(2) = 2.97, p =

.23.

Full

Models

(see

Table

6)

After the actor, partner, actor-partner interdependence, and interaction models for

each of the three personality variables were run separately, a
all

three variables together

solitude,

was then evaluated.

series

In the actor model,

of models including

male sociotropy,

and independence were added as predictors of male relationship quality and

female sociotropy, solitude, and independence were added as predictors of female
relationship quality. Consistent with earlier models, male solitude negatively predicted

male relationship

quality.

Male sociotropy and independence did not
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predict

male

relationship quality. Also consistent with
previous models, female solitude negatively

predicted female relationship quality and female
sociotropy positively predicted female
relationship quality.

Female independence did not

predict female relationship quality.

This model accounted for 3.6% of the variance in male
relationship quality and 7.7% of
the variance in female relationship quality.

A partner model was then tested, adding female sociotropy, solitude, and
independence as predictors of male relationship quality and male
sociotropy,

and independence as predictors of female relationship
full

partner

quality.

solitude,

Again, the results of the

model were quite consistent with the individual models. There was a

significant partner effect of female sociotropy

on male relationship

quality; as female

sociotropy increased, male relationship quality decreased. There was also a marginally
significant partner effect of male independence

on female relationship

quality; as

male

independence increased, female relationship quality also increased. None of the other
predictors were significant. Proportional reduction of variance calculations revealed that
the partner

model accounted

for a smaller portion

of the variance

relationship quality than the actor model, with the partner

the variance in male relationship quality scores and

in

male and female

model accounting

3.0% of the variance

in

for

1.7% of

female

relationship quality scores.

An actor-partner interdependence model was evaluated

in

which male and female

sociotropy, solitude, and independence were added as predictors of both male and female

relationship quality. In this actor-partner interdependence model, male solitude

significantly predicted

solitude

male relationship quality and female sociotropy and female

were marginally significant predictors of male relationship
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quality.

Female

sociotropy, female solitude, and male independence
were

all significant

predictors of

female relationship quality and male solitude was a
marginally significant predictor.
ran a revised

model taking out the following predictors because they

marginal level of significance: male sociotropy as a
predictor for

failed to reach a

men and women, male

independence as a predictor for men, female independence
as a predictor for

women. Presumably because of the previously mentioned suppressor
these predictors caused

some previously

significant predictors to

Consequently, the reduced model was rejected and the
for both

men and women

Figure

1

is

full

I

men and

effects, taking out

become

model with

nonsignificant.

all six

predictors

reported in Table 6 (Full Actor-Partner Model).

graphs the relation between female sociotropy and male and female

relationship quality.

As female sociotropy

ratings increased, while

men's

male quality was marginally

increased,

ratings decreased.

significant.

women's

The

effect

relationship quality

of female sociotropy on

Male sociotropy did not

predict either male or

female relationship quality. Figure 2 graphs the relation between male solitude and

men's and women's relationship
quality decreased. There

was

quality.

As male

solitude increased,

a marginally significant partner effect of male solitude; as

male solitude increased, women's relationship quality

ratings decreased.

the relation between female solitude and relationship quality.

increased,

women's

ratings

men's relationship

As female

Figure 3 graphs

solitude

of relationship quality decreased. There was also a

marginally significant partner effect; as female sociotropy increased, men's relationship

quality decreased.

As

the graph shows, the effect of female solitude on male relationship

quality appears to be stronger than the effect

levels of female sociotropy.

The only

on female relationship quality

significant effect of independence
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at

higher

was a

partner

effect

of male independence on women's
relationship

increased,

women's

As male independence

ratings of relationship quality also
increased.

Most of these
solitude

quality.

findings are consistem with the earlier
models run. However, male

was a marginally

significant predictor of female relationship
quality in this

model, but did not predict female relationship quality

in

any other models. Consistent

with the solitude only actor-partner interdependence
model, female solitude emerged as a
significant predictor of

male relationship quality only when other predictors
were

in the

model.

The

actor-partner interdependence

full

in relationship quality

model accounted

for

more of the variance

than any of the other models shown, accounting for 8.4%
of the

variance in male relationship quality and

13% of the

variance in female relationship

quality.

A

model including male x female

fourth

independence was also run.

was

significant

and

this

Consistent with earlier models, none of the interaction terms

model was not a

partner interdependence model, /^(6)

The

who were
Table

7.

full

=

significant

6.56,/?

=

improvement

potential outliers

By and

were removed.' The

large, these outliers

remain significant

These couples were

in this

in

fit

over the actor-

.36.

actor-partner interdependence model

was then

results

do not appear

model. Most of the effects that were significant

'

interactions of sociolropy, solitude, and

re-run after three couples

of this model can be seen

in

have had much infiuencc on the

to

in the

model with

all

couples included

model. The two exceptions are the effect of female sociotropy

identillcd as extreme outliers on the basis of their

residual + fitted value). Thus, they are multivariate outliers.

In

EC

coefficients (Empirical Baycs

one of the couples, the male's relationship

and his sociotropy score was high, in another couple, the female's
was quite low and her independence score was high. In the third couple, the
female's sociotropy score was quite low.

quality factor score

was

quite low

relationship quality score
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on male relationship quality and
quality.

the effect of female solitude

Both of these predictors had negative

significant at marginal level of significance

Neither was even marginally significant

effects

when

when

on male

relationship

on male relationship quality

the outlying couples were included.

the three outlying couples

were removed.

Thus, these effects must be interpreted with caution.
Predicting Relationship Quality from Personality Variables
and Attachment Style

As
style

discussed above, sociotropy bears some resemblance to an anxious
attachment

and the construct of solitude appears similar

to an avoidant attachment style.

Little

empirical work, however, has explored the associations between these two sets
of
constructs.

traits

In order to explore the relations

between attachment

style

and the personality

sociotropy and solitude, measures of anxious and avoidant attachment style were

then added along with sociotropy and solitude as predictors of relationship quality in a
series

of models. Independence was not included

theoretically, the

in these exploratory analyses because,

independence construct does not appear to be related

or avoidant attachment. In addition, Clark and

not related to attachment

style.

Beck (1999) found

that

to either

anxious

independence was

Further, with the exception of a partner effect of male

independence on female relationship quality, the personality-only models did not find
independence

to

be predictive of relationship quality.

Because attachment anxiety

and/or avoidance scores were missing for one or both members of six couples, the sample

size for the

Baseline

models presented below

Model

(see

Table

is

1

89 couples.

8)

Because the following models are based on a somewhat smaller sample than
personality-only models, a

new

baseline model
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was run

to estimate

male and female

the

true

relationship quality scores in the absence
of additional explanatory variables.

As

in the

previous baseline model, the reliability of the
estimated coefficients was quite
good for

both

men

(X

=

.94)

and

women (I =

.93).

Similarly, the interclass correlation
(.514)

revealed that a strong positive correlation existed
between partners' relationship quality
scores.

Also consistent with the previous model,

relationship quality

p=

.00\.

component score was higher

In addition, analysis

which suggests

for

model revealed

women

that the average

than for men, /(I)

=

1

1.85,

of the variance components revealed that there was

significant variability around the

scores,

this

mean of both men's and women's

that predictors

can be added

to this

model

in

relationship quality

an attempt

to explain

this variability.

Personality and Attachment

Model

(see

Table

8)

Male and female scores on attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance were
added

to a

model including male and female sociotropy and

relationship quality.

Male attachment avoidance was

solitude as predictors of

a significant negative predictor of

male relationship quality and female attachment anxiety was a

significant negative

predictor of male relationship quality at a marginal level of significance. Female

sociotropy predicted female relationship quality and male attachment avoidance, female

attachment avoidance, and female attachment anxiety negatively predicted female
relationship quality.

Both female sociotropy and female attachment anxiety
female relationship quality, but

in opposite directions.

significantly predicted

As seen

in the personality-only

models, female sociotropy positively predicted female relationship quality (see Figure

Female attachment anxiety, on the other hand, negatively predicted female
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4).

relationship

quality (see Figure 5).
interaction

interaction

Y = -.005,

better understand the relation

between these two

between female sociotropy and female attachment
anxiety was

was not

/(

1

79)

interaction to the

fit

To

=

variables, the

tested.

This

significant,

-

1

.4

1

,

/?

=

and a deviance

.26,

model without revealed

of the model,/(l) = 2.05,/? =

.15

.

that

The

comparing the model with the

test

adding the interaction did not improve the

relation

between female sociotropy, female

attachment anxiety, and male relationship quality was also examined.
Female attachment
anxiety negatively predicted male relationship quality
In the personality-only

quality.

at

a marginal level of significance.

models, female sociotropy negatively predicted male relationship

However, when female attachment anxiety was added

to the

sociotropy was no longer even marginally significant. Thus, while for

of female sociotropy and female attachment anxiety worked
female relationship quality, they worked

in the

same

model, female

women,

the effects

in opposite directions

direction for

on

male relationship

quality.

The
quality

relations

between male sociotropy, male attachment anxiety, and relationship

were also examined. As

in the personality-only

models, male sociotropy was not

a significant predictor of male relationship quality. Similarly, male attachment anxiety
did not predict male relationship quality. Further, neither male sociotropy nor male

attachment anxiety had significant partner effects on female relationship quality.

Unlike female sociotropy and attachment anxiety, attachment avoidance and
solitude appear to be related to relationship quality in similar ways. Both male and

female attachment avoidance had significant negative actor effects on relationship

^

In the

sociotropy-only model, this effect reached the .05 level of significance;

was marginally

significant.
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in the full

model,

this effect

quality.

Similar to the relation between solitude
and relationship quality seen

personality-only models, for both

men and women,

in the

as an individual's attachment

avoidance increased, his or her self-rated
relationship quality decreased (see
Figures 6

and
the

7).

When

both attachment avoidance and solitude
were included

male and female actor

effects

in the

same model,

of solitude were no longer significant
predictors of

relationship quality, suggesting that attachment
avoidance and solitude were highly

coUinear in their association with relationship quality.
In addition, male attachment

avoidance negatively predicted female relationship
quality; as men's avoidance
increased,

women's

relationship quality ratings decreased.

Of note,

the

model including

sociotropy, solitude, attachment anxiety and avoidance
accounted for a large amount of
the variance in

male a female relationship

quality,

This model was then re-run after three couples
multivariate outliers were

removed

41% and 35%,

who were

(see Table 9).^

the negative effect of female attachment anxiety

When

respectively.

identified as extreme

these couples were dropped,

on female

relationship quality

was no

longer significant. In addition, the marginal negative effect of female anxiety on male
relationship quality

was no longer even marginally

be interpreted with caution as they appear

to

significant. Thus, these effects

must

be driven by the outlying couples.

Predicting Relationship Break-up

Logistic regression analyses were conducted to determine whether the personality

variables sociotropy, solitude, and independence predicted the break-up of romantic

relationships.

^

For each of the three personality variables, a series of four models was run

The outlying couples were

the

same

three couples identified in the personality-only model. In terms of

these couples' scores on the attachment variables, in one of the couples, the female's scores on both

attachment measures were high.

In

another couple, the female's avoidance score was high and her anxiety

score was low.
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examining the relations between the male
trait,

trait,

and the male x female interaction of the

seen in Tables
significance

1

0- 2.'

was male

The only predictor
sociotropy.

the female

trait.^

The

that reached

Male sociotropy

trait,

results

both the male and female

of these models can be

even a marginal level of

positively predicted relationship

break-up; the odds of breaking up increased as
male sociotropy increased.

Further, there

appears to be a suppressor effect of female sociotropy.
The effect of male sociotropy on

break-up was stronger
effect

the

when female

remained marginally

sociotropy was included in the model, although
this

significant.

Similarly, according to the likelihood ratio

model including both male and female sociotropy was an
improvement

model including only female sociotropy

at the .10 level

in

fit

test,

over the

of significance, x^(l) = 3.52,

p<

.10.

To

better understand this effect, the relationship

probability of break-up

levels

was

between male sociotropy and the

plotted at high (90^^ percentile) and

of female sociotropy (see Figure

8).

At both

levels

low

(H)"' percentile)

of female sociotropy, as male

sociotropy increased, the probability of break-up also increased. However, the magnitude

of the relationship between male sociotropy and break-up differed
female sociotropy. For a couple
(centered male sociotropy

=

probability of breaking up

was

.81)

in

which the male had an average

and the female had a high

.30.

For a couple

in

level

at

both levels of

level

of sociotropy

of sociotropy, the

which the male had an average

level

of sociotropy and the female had a low level of sociotropy, the probability of breaking up

Length of relationship was
predictor of break-up

in

initially

included as a control variable. However, length was not a significant

any model, so

it

was dropped from

the analyses.

A full model including male and female sociotropy, solitude, and independence as predictors of break-up
was also run. As the results of this model did not differ much from those of the individual models, the full
model is not reported.
'

47

was
up

.40.

at

Thus,

at

an average

level

of male sociotropy, couples were more

likely to break

lower levels of female sociotropy.

None of the
solitude,

other personality variables (female sociotropy,
male and female

male and female independence) predicted break-up
and there were no

male x female interactions

To understand

for

any of the three personality

significant

variables.

the relation between sociotropy and
attachment anxiety in

predicting break-up, a series of models

was run

(see Table 13). In

Model

1,

male

sociotropy and attachment anxiety were included as predictors.
In model

2,

female

sociotropy and attachment anxiety were included as predictors.
In model

3,

both male

and female sociotropy and attachment anxiety were included. While male
attachment
anxiety was not a significant predictor of break-up, male sociotropy no longer
reached

even marginal significance when male attachment anxiety was included
(regardless of whether female sociotropy

was included

male sociotropy and male attachment anxiety were
female attachment anxiety predicted break-up

when male
Again,

at

in the

model

in the model), suggesting that

collinear.

Female sociotropy and

a marginal level of significance, but only

sociotropy and attachment anxiety were included in the model (Model

this finding suggests the

reached marginal significance

3).^

presence of a suppressor effect; these effects only

in the

presence of the male variables. Further, as seen in

the relationship quality analyses, the effects of female sociotropy and female attachment

anxiety were in opposite directions. The odds of breaking-up decreased as female
sociotropy increased, while the odds of breaking up increased as female attachment
anxiety increased. The interaction of female sociotropy and attachment anxiety was also

^

This result should be interpreted with caution as a deviance test comparing the two models was not
= 3.96, .10 </? < .25 .10, suggesting that Model 3 is not an improvement in fit over

significant, x^(2)

Model

2.
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tested, but

test

was not

significant, B

=

Wald/(1) -

-.010,

.812,

revealed that this model was not an improvement
in

interaction, /^(l)

To

=

.85,

p >

levels

.99.

Further, a deviance

over the model without the

.50.

better understand this effect, the relationship

the probability of break-up

fit

p=

was

between female sociotropy and

plotted at high (90"^ percentile) and low

of female attachment anxiety (see Figure

9).

(10'*^

percentiles)

At both levels of female attachment

anxiety, as female sociotropy increased, the probability
of breaking up decreased.

magnitude of this

effect differed at high

instance, for a

woman

sociotropy =

.22)

.45.

For a

1

woman

and low levels of female attachment anxiety. For

with an average level of female sociotropy (centered female

and a high level of attachment anxiety, the probability of break-up was
with an average level of sociotropy and a low level of attachment

anxiety, the probability of break-up

the probability of break-up

No

was

was higher

.24.

at

Thus, for a

personality analyses,

how

I

woman

with average sociotropy,

higher levels of female attachment anxiety.

models predicting break-up from solitude

interested in

The

are reported here.

From

found that solitude did not predict break-up. Because

I

the

am

solitude and attachment avoidance are related in the context of

relationship outcomes,

I

did not think that

it

would be

fruitful to evaluate

models

including both solitude and attachment avoidance knowing that solitude does not predict

break-up.
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CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION
Personality and Rel ationship Quality
and Stability

Sociotropy
Several of the hypotheses about the relations
between the personality variables
sociotropy, solitude, and independence and the
quality of romantic relationships
were

supported

in the current study.

As

predicted, sociotropy had a

somewhat complex

relation to relationship quality, having opposing
effects on quality for

male partners. As predicted,

for

women, an

women and

their

individual's level of sociotropy positively

predicted her ratings of the quality of her relationship.

On

the other hand,

women's

sociotropy negatively predicted male partners' ratings of relationship
quality

at a

marginal level of significance.

The finding
increased

is

that as

female sociotropy increased, women's quality ratings also

consistent with

work by Zuroff and

Fitzpatrick (1995)

who found

that

sociotropy was associated with ratings of love for romantic partners and by Zuroff
and de

Lorimier (1989)
to sociotropy,

who found

that

women's

levels

were positively associated with

of dependency, a construct quite similar

ratings of love for their boyfriends.

Further, this finding, in combination with the finding that as female sociotropy increased,

male relationship quality

ratings decreased, lends further support to

(1998) assertion that sociotropic
their

women^

al.

et al.'s

tend to have positive perceptions of themselves,

romantic partners, and their relationships that

observers) do not share. Mongrain ct

Mongrain

found

their partners (and

that, in interactions

^
Mongrain et al.'s (1998) study looked at dependency in women. As explained
dependency and sociotropy appear to be very similar, even identical constructs.
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even outside

with their male

in

the Introduction,

partners,

women who were

high

in

dependency rated both

their

own and

their partner's

behaviors as loving, akhough their boyfriends and
outside observers did not view their
behaviors that way. Further, following interactions
with their dependent partners,

experienced decreases

in positive affect

confederate interaction task (Biding
their interaction partner

& Alden,

however,
effect

women

do not share

women who

their

on male perceptions of relationship

relationship effects of sociotropy

Similarly, in a

women

believed that

In fact, the confederate partners
reported

appear to have a positive bias

their partners

hostility.

1998), sociotropic

was pleased with them.

being less pleased with them than with
sociotropic

and increased

men

in

were lower

how

in sociotropy.

Thus,

they view their relationships;

view and female sociotropy has a negative

Of note,

quality.

comes from analyses

past

work

finding negative

not only of men's ratings of their

relationships and partners, but also from outside judges' observations of
interpersonal
interactions.

On the

other hand, the

work finding apparently

positive relationship effects

of sociotropy comes only from analyses of sociotropic women's ratings of their
relationships, behaviors,

effects

and partners. The observafion

of sociotropy are found when looking

that sociotropic

women

These complex

at

have a perceptual bias

effects

that the only positive relationship

women's

in

how

ratings provides further support

they see their relationships.

of female sociotropy help

to

shed light on the seemingly

inconsistent findings that while sociotropy has been linked to

relationships,

it

is

women's

satisfaction in

also associated with several interpersonal problems. For instance,

Clark and Beck (1999) found that sociotropy was related

disagreement with partners and Lynch

et al.

to greater ratings

of conflict and

(2001) found that sociotropy was associated

with the problematic "demand-withdraw pattern"
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in relationships,

it

may

be the case,

then, that sociotropy

Mongrain

et al.

relationship so

problems and
It is

is,

in fact, associated

with relationship problems, but

(1998) suggest, sociotropic individuals

much

that they

do not allow themselves

may

that, as

value maintaining the

to feel or

acknowledge

their

dissatisfaction.

also possible that female sociotropy

Whisman and Friedman

(1998) have

components, one of which

is

made

is

not a unitary construct. In

the suggestion that sociotropy consists of two

adaptive. Further, factor analytic

of sociotropy and dependency found the presence of two
connectedness and the other neediness (Rude
the conflicting effects of sociotropy for

fact,

factors,

& Bumham,

men and women

work on

several measures

one reflecting

1995). Thus,

it

is

possible that

two components.

reflect these

Perhaps the neediness component predicts men's lower quality ratings, while the
connectedness component drives women's higher ratings. Future work could examine
the factor structure of sociotropy measures. If factors reflecting neediness and

connectedness are found, work could be done to determine

how they

relate to relationship

quality.

No

effects

of male sociotropy on either male relationship quality or female

relationship quality

were found. This finding

work on sociotropy/dependency and
focused on these

traits in

women,

is

is

interest

because

much of the

interpersonal behaviors and relationships has

but not men.

male and female sociotropy do not have similar
explanation for this difference

of particular

From

effects

not clear; however,

comparing sociotropy and autonomy scores

the current study,

on relationship
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appears that

quality.

work done by McBride

to other personality traits

sociotropy has different personality correlates for

it

men and women.

The

et al.

found that

Specifically,

(2005)

McBride

women,

et al.

it

found that while sociotropy correlated with
only other negative

correlated with fewer negative traits for

such as warmth. Thus, sociotropy
different effects

on relationships than

better understand

A

was

relationship quality

on male

it

a different

trait in

men, or

positive traits

at least exert

does for women. More work needs to be
done

to

male sociotropy.

note of caution

variance in

may be

men and even some

traits for

women's

is in

order.

significant,

Although the
it

effect

of female sociotropy on female

only accounted for a very small percentage of the

relationship quality scores. Further, the effect of female
sociotropy

relationship quality

when

solitude and independence were controlled

was

marginally significant. Nonetheless, as these findings are consistent with past
work,

I

believe that these effects are meaningful.

I

also

examined whether sociotropy predicted whether break-up

follow-up study session.

I

weak

6-month

believed that these analyses might be especially interesting

given the opposing effects of female sociotropy on
relationship quality.

at the

women and men's

perceptions of their

My hypothesis that sociotropy would predict break-up received only

support. Unlike the relationship quality analyses, male sociotropy, but not female

sociotropy, predicted break-up at a marginal level of significance. This finding

somewhat unexpected given

that

male sociotropy was not

related to

is

male or female

perceptions of relationship quality. Further, there was a suppressor effect of female

sociotropy.

When

female sociotropy was controlled, the effect of male sociotropy

became somewhat stronger (although

it

remained marginal). Graphs of the relationship

between male sociotropy and the probability of break-up revealed

that at

an average level

of male sociotropy, the probability of break-up was higher when female sociotropy was
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low than when female sociotropy was

high. This finding

is

may

interesting and

be

consistent with research on attachment
style and relationship stability.
Davis and

Kirkpatrick (1994) found that anxiously
attached

than either secure or avoidant

They suggested
attached

that

women

women may

women despite

women

had more stable relationships

rating their relationships as high in
contli
Iict.

tend to be the maintainers of relationships
and that anxiously

have been so motivated to stay

relationships were less likely to end in break-up.

A

in relationships that their

similar argument might be

made

for

female sociotropy. Despite the connection between female
sociotropy and lower male

of quality,

ratings

relationships,

women who

making

are high in sociotropy

their relationships less likely to end. This

however, given that the

tentative,

may work

logistic regression findings

these analyses were largely exploratory as

little

or no prior

hard to maintain their

argument

is

were marginal.

necessarily

I-urther,

work has been done looking

at

sociotropy and relationship stability. Nonetheless, this finding suggests that future
work

looking

at

sociotropy and relationship stability

may

prove

fruitful.

Solitude

The
that

relation

between solitude and relationship quality

between sociotropy and

effects

of solitude; for both

quality.

As

is

somewhat

less

complex than

predicted, there were significant negative actor

men and women,

as an individual's solitude increased, his or

her ratings of relationship quality decreased. Further, these effects were larger than those

of sociotropy, with male solitude accounting for about

and female solitude accounting for
are consistent with the conceptual

Solitude subscale

is

6% of the variance

3% of the
in

variance in male quality

female quality. These findings

meaning of solitude as measured by

the

SAS. The

intended to reflect distance from others and insensitivity to others'
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needs and concerns (Clark

who

et al., 1995).

Given

this

understanding of solitude, individuals

are high in solitude likely experience
discomfort in romantic relationships.

and Bieling (1996),

for instance,

was associated with
inability to get

found that autonomy (of which solitude

difficulties expressing

is

a component)

and experiencing warm and intimate

along with others, and distancing oneself from
others. Further,

work with gay and

lesbian couples,

Kurdek (2000) found

that

Alden

feelings,

in his

autonomy was negatively

related to participants' attraction to their relationship.

My

hypothesis that solitude would also negatively predict partners'
relationship

quality received partial support. Both male and female solitude
did negatively predict
partners' relationship quality in

other personality

individuals

who

traits

models

in

which

partners' level of solitude as well as the

were controlled. These findings are consistent with findings

are high in solitude or

autonomy engage

in

that

negative interaction patterns

with their partners. For instance, in a confederate interaction study, Bieling and Alden
(2001) found that autonomy was negatively correlated with positive social behaviors
smiling and appearing cheerful. In the context of romantic relationships, Mongrain

(1998) reported that

toward

which

self-critical

women

their boyfriends relative to

is

showed

like

et al.

displayed less loving and more hostile behaviors

dependent women. Work on avoidant attachment,

positively correlated with solitude, finds that the partners of avoidant individuals

greater irritation, negative emotion, and criticism during interactions with their

partners. Thus,

it

makes sense

of individuals who are high

that in the context

in solitude

may

of a romantic relationship, the partners

experience less satisfaction

relationships.
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in their

It is

important to acknowledge that these
partner effects were small

marginally significant. Prior work by
Alden and Bieling

why these

effects

were

Alden (2001) found

relatively small.

that

may

in size

help shed

some

and
light

In a confederate interaction
task, Bieling

autonomy and depression

confederate. Thus, autonomous participants
wore

on

and

interacted to predict rejection by
the

more

likely to be rejected only

when

they also had depressive symptoms. In another
confederate interaction task, dysphoric
participants

who were

high

in

autonomy were

dysphoric participants (Bieling

& Alden,

liked less well than

were sociotropic

1998). These findings suggest that future

work

exploring the effects of solitude on partners could include
measures of depression.

While

my

hypotheses regarding the effects of solitude on relationship
quality were

largely supported,

my

predictions about solitude predicting break-up were not.
Neither

male nor female solitude predicted relationship break-up. This finding

is

somewhat

puzzling given that solitude negatively affected both an individual's and his
or her
partner's perceptions of relationship quality. Further,

work examining avoidant

attachment, a construct seemingly similar to solitude, found that avoidant attachment
predicted break-up in

women

(Feeney

& NoUer,

1992). In fact, Davis and Kirkpatrick

(1994) suggest that

women

tend to maintain relationships, so the relationships of

avoidantly attached

women

might be more

could be

made

for solitude;

likely to

end

in break-up.

A similar argument

however, the current study does not support such an

assertion.

Aspects of the design of the study and the sample
found. For instance, effects

may have been found

longer than six months. Further,

it

is

if

may

explain

why no

effects

couples had been followed for

also possible that the relations between the
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were

personality variables and relationship stability

of dating couples than

may be more

in a

may be

sample of older couples.

different in a

It is

than

when

they are older.

As

adult sample

conceivable that other variables

central in predicting relationship stability
or break-up

in their late teens

young

when

individuals are

Arnett (2000) argues, the late teens

through early 20s represents a distinctive period of
development, emerging adulthood.

During

this period, individuals

experience a great deal of change and exploration
in

several areas, including romantic relationships. While
romantic relationships during this

time period tend

to involve

years, they likely involve

more intimacy than dating

more experimentation than

predictors of relationship stability

among

may be

relationships in the earlier teen

relationships in later years. Thus,

different for

emerging adult couples than

older couples. Given that these relationships varied in

the length of relationship

was included

as a control variable.

how

It

long-term they were,

seemed plausible

that

personality traits might have different effects earlier in the course of a relationship than
later.

No

effects of length

were found, however. Of course,

solitude influences quality ratings,

it

does not influence

it

is

also possible that while

stability.

Independence

My hypothesis that independence would either not predict relationship quality or
would be a positive predictor was confirmed. With one exception (male independence
did positively predict female relationship quality), independence did not predict

relationship quality.

Further, independence did not predict relationship break-up. These

findings are consistent with the definition of the independence construct as reflecting

individualism, assertiveness, and a lack of reliance on others for approval. Clark et

(1995) argue that the solitude component of the autonomy construct
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is

al.

a risk factor for

depression while the independence component

is

not and

current study suggests that a similar argument
can be

may even

made

be protective; the

for relationship quality.

Interaction Effects

I

had suggested

be important
studies

in

that the interaction

understanding

examined such

of individuals' levels of personality

how the traits

interaction effects,

1

influence relationship quality.

traits in

may

As very few

offered no specific hypotheses. In

not find any significant interaction effects of the
personality

traits

fact,

I

did

the prediction of

either relationship quality or break-up. Nonetheless,
the notion that the influence that an

individual's personality trait has

level

of the

trait still

on a relationship may depend on

his or her partner's

seems conceptually compelling. Further, the one other study

did look at interaction effects in these

traits

that

(Kurdek, 2000) found that an interaction

between partners' sociotropy predicted some relationship
contend that future research exploring interactions

variables. Thus,

may be

I

would

fruitful despite the lack

of

interaction effects found in this study.

Personality, Adult Attachment, and Relationship Quality and Stability

As Clark and Beck (1999) have

pointed out, there

is

conceptual similarity

between sociotropy and anxious attachment and solitude and avoidant attachment. With
the exception of two studies, however, the

attachment styles

may

relate

ways

in

which the personality

have not been examined. By and

large, the

traits

and

work on

sociotropy and autonomy and the work on attachment have been done by different groups

of researchers coming from different theoretical perspectives. While not the main focus

of the current study,

1

did exploratory analyses to see

how these two

sets

related to each other in the context of predicting relationship outcomes.
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of constructs

Sociotropy and Anxious Attachment

Despite their apparent conceptual similarity,

my

findings suggest that

women's

sociotropy and anxious attachment have
opposite effects on women's relationship
quality
ratings.

While female sociotropy positively predicted
women's perceptions of quality,

female attachment anxiety negatively predicted
women's quality

ratings.

Findings from

the break-up analyses were also consistent with
this finding. While the effects
were

marginal and small

in size

and should be interpreted with caution, female
sociotropy

negatively predicted the probability of break-up
while female attachment anxiety
positively predicted the probability of break-up.
These findings for female attachment

anxiety are consistent with work on attachment associating
attachment anxiety with a
host of problems in close relationships, such as reduced
feelings of satisfaction,
closeness, and trust as well as increased communication problems
(Collins

& Read,

1990).

Given

that these

two constructs seem

desire for closeness with others

effects

may be

to share

and a fear of abandonment, why do they have opposite

on relationship quality and break-up? One
associated with a positive bias in

attachment

may

commonalities, such as a strong

possibility

how women view

is

that while sociotropy

their relationships,

anxious

not be paired with such a bias. Despite being motivated to be in

relationships, anxiously attached

women

appear

to

be able to acknowledge their

relationship concerns and problems. Another possibility relates to the suggestion that

sociotropy

is

not a unitary construct. Sociotropy may, in fact, consist of two components,

one reflecting connectedness, a presumably adaptive desire
others,

to be in relationship with

and the other reflecting neediness, a presumably maladaptive over-reliance on
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other people for one's sense of self and
happiness.

It is

possible that the neediness

component of sociotropy does overlap with anxious
attachment, while

component does

not.

In the future, factor analytic

the connectedness

work could be done on measures of

sociotropy and anxious attachment to explore whether
this theory has merit.

While female sociotropy and attachment anxiety have
opposing

women's

relationship quality, they

seem

to

effects

on

have more similar effects on male

relationship quality. In the personality-only models, female
sociotropy negatively

predicted male relationship quality.

model,

this effect

became

When

female attachment anxiety was added to the

non-significant and female attachment anxiety negatively

predicted male quality at a marginal level of significance.

As

these effects were only

marginally significant, they should be interpreted with caution. Nonetheless, they do
suggest that the

way

in

which anxious attachment and sociotropy

relate to

the context of predicting relationship quality depends on gender.

As

neither

sociotropy nor male attachment anxiety predicted relationship quality,

be made on

how those

one another

little

in

male

comment can

constructs relate to one another.

Solitude and Avoidant Attachment

Unlike sociotropy and anxious attachment, solitude and avoidant attachment
relate to relationship quality in similar

negatively predicted one's

own

ways. In the personality-only models, solitude

relationship quality and also negatively predicted

partners' quality ratings at a marginal level of significance.

was added
the

to the

model, however, these effects of solitude

When
all

avoidant attachment

became

non-significant. In

combined personality-attacliment model, avoidant attachment negatively predicted an

individual's

own

ratings of relationship quality;
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male attachment avoidance also

negatively predicted female relationship
quality. Thus,

same model

when both

predicting relationship quality, they were
collinear.

similar effects

on relationship quality and may be overlapping

constructs were in the

They appear

to

have

constructs.

Conclusions

The present study extends
relationships in a

has looked

work on these personality

number of ways. The

and autonomy increase the
traits

the

at

them as

may shed some

findings

risk for depression.

Much

risk factors for depression.

variables and romantic

light

on how sociotropy

of the prior work examining these
Several authors have suggested

that these personality traits interact with negative life
events in the valued

domain

(interpersonal relationships and achievement events, respectively)
to increase the risk of

depression. This model, however, has received only limited support.
that these traits confer risk for depression through another route.

expressed

in

It is

also plausible

If these traits are

problematic interpersonal behaviors, sociotropic and autonomous styles

promote relationship discord. While

this

may

study did not look at interpersonal behaviors,

its

findings do find support for the link between sociotropy and solitude and markers of
relationship difficulty (low perceptions of quality, and to a lesser extent, break-up).
further explore the link

between personality

style

To

and relationship discord, future work

could examine interpersonal behaviors in the context of sociotropy and autonomy.

Beyond

that, the

work could be extended

whether the link between the personality

to include

traits

measures of depression

and depression

is

to explore

mediated through

relationship discord.

In addition, the present

on not only

their

own

work explored

the effects of individuals' personality traits

relationship quality, but also
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on

their partners' relationship quality

Much

ratings.

effects

of the prior work has focused only on
actor

were found

in the present

Although more actor

effects.

study and the magnitude of actor effects
tended to be

larger than that of partner effects, partner
effects did emerge. In the case
of female

sociotropy, for example,

women,

I

found that the

trait

had opposing effects

a finding that complicates our understanding of
the

for

men and

for

trait.

Further, the current study also evaluated
actor-partner interdependence models in

which both an individual's and partner's
relationship quality.

trait

were included

Cook and Kenny (2005) argue

interdependence model

is

the

most appropriate way

person units such as couples. They argue that

in the

that the actor-partner

to

model

the interdependence of two-

in order to accurately

or partner effects, the other effect must be controlled. Further, in

some

effects in the actor-partner interdependence

actor-only or partner-only models. For example,

where the

effect

controlled.

A

of one

trait

models

I

that

only became significant

when

suppressor effect was seen, for example,

solitude

was included

in the

in the

my

either actor

analyses,

were not found

the partners'

when

1

found

in either the

effects,

trait

was

looking at female solitude.

male relationship

quality.

model, however, female solitude emerged as a

significant negative predictor of male relationship quality.

was seen

measure

found several suppressor

In the partner-only model, female solitude did not predict

When male

model predicting

A similar suppressor effect

independence models. The positive effect of male independence on

female quality reached significance

in the actor-partner

significant in the partner-only model.

model, but was only marginally

Although the model structure was

different, there

also appeared to be suppressor effects in the logistic regression models predicting break-

up from the male and female personality and attachment
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variables.

The

effect

of male

sociotropy on break-up was stronger

when female

Similarly, the effects of female sociotropy

became stronger when

the male variables

findings suggest that future

members of the couple

sociotropy was included in the
model.

and female attachment anxiety on
break-up

were included

in the

model. Thus, these

work with couples data should include

in order to truly

understand

how

variables from both

the variables operate in the

interdependent context of a couple. Further, the
present study also evaluated actor x
partner interaction effects. While no significant
interactions were found, future work

exploring possible interactions

may prove

fruitful.

In addition, the present study evaluated the
role of gender in relations between

personality traits and relationship quality and stability.

exploring these

traits

Much

of the previous work

and relationship functioning included only female

participants.

The

present study, however, included measures of personality, attachment,
and relationship
quality for both

men and women

effects of sociotropy.

and, in fact, found interesting gender differences in the

More work needs

manifest themselves differently in

to

be done to understand whether these

men and women and how these

traits

traits

have different

influences on relationship outcomes and depression.

Finally, the present study also considered the relation

traits

and adult attachment

work has examined how

styles in the context

these

two

sets

results suggest that these constructs

of relationship

of constructs

may

between the personality

relate to

quality.

Almost no

prior

each other. Further, the

not relate as expected. While solitude and

avoidant attachment had similar effects on relationship quality, female sociotropy and

attachment anxiety had opposite

effects.

As

these analyses were exploratory and only

63

consider

how these

constructs relate as predictors of
relationship quality,

more work

needs to be done to understand points
of convergence and divergence
between them.

The

present study does have

analyses of relationship

stability.

non-independence of the

data.

some

The

The

limitations.

There were weaknesses

logistic regression analyses
did not

individual participants were

in the

account for the

members of a

couple.

Presumably, individuals within a couple are
more alike on the predictor variables than
they are to other participants in the sample.
Unlike the

HLM analyses of relationship

quality, the logistic regression analyses treated
each participant as independent of the

others.

As

a result, the estimated standard error

may be

incorrect,

which may have

influenced the results and conclusions drawn.
Further, caution

other populations.

As

must be taken

in generalizing the findings

this study involved a

of the present work to

sample of college-aged dating couples, the

findings do not necessarily extend to either married couples or
to younger adolescent

dating couples. In addition, while this sample was representative of the
western

Massachusetts community in terms of participants' ethnic background, the sample was

predominantly Caucasian and should not be considered representative of any particular
ethnic, cultural, or socioeconomic group.
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Table

1
:

Descriptive Statistics for Predictor
and

Outcome Variables

Men

M

Variable

SAS

SD

Range

A/

Wome n
SD

Subscales

Sociotropy

56.27

16.00

17-95

62.40

14.15

Solitude

27-98

19.57

5.90

6-37

15.97

6.18

2-36

42.84

7.23

26-59

41.94

6.85

24-63

Attachment Avoidance

2.65

0.78

1.33-5.39

2.46

0.77

1.33

-

Attachment Anxiety

5.53

1.03

1.00-6.35

3.67

1.02

1.31

-6.80

126

112.64

12.70

1.02

0.13

0.94

Independence

ECR

Total

Subscales

PRQC

Relationship Quality Score

109.42

14.09

-0.12

1.05

The sample

size for the

SAS

subsacles and the

The sample

size for the

ECR

subscales was 189

45
-4.87

PRQC

-

-

was 195 men and 195 women.

men and

65

189 women.

5.06

60- 126
-4.28

-

1.02

Table

2: Correlations

Variables

between Self-Rated Personality and
Self-Rated Attachment

Attachment Avoidance

Men

Women

Sociotropy

.078

-.070

Solitude

.372***

Variable

Independence

p<

05, ***

-.011

4 J I ***
.208**

p<.001
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Attachment Anxiety

Men
.501***
.246**
-.117

Women
.604***

.297***
-.045
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Table

7: Full

Actor-Partner Interdependence Model with
and without Outliers
Actor-Partner Model

Predictors

Coefficient

SE

1

95 couples
t

Actor-Partner Model

Ratio

Coefficient

-

SE

Male Sociotropy
Female Sociotropy

-0.122

0.072

-1.69

0.005

0.005

0.98

-0.009

0.005

-1.71 *

*

92 couples
i

Males
Intercept

1

Ratio

-0.084

0.068

0.006

0.005

1.23

-0.007

0.005

-1.43

-0.042

0.013

-3.29 **

-0.013

0.011

-1.14

-1.22

Male Solitude

-0.039

0.013

-2.91

Female Solitude

-0.021

0.012

-1.76 *

0.015

.010

1.40

0.014

.010

1.44

-0.007

0.011

-.60

-0.009

.010

-0.84

0.128

0.063

2.03 **

-0.002

0.004

-.40

0.01

0.005

2.29 **

-0.212

0.012

-1.81 *

0.01

-3.88 ***

Male Independence
Female Independence

**

Females
Intercept

Male Sociotropy
Female Sociotropy

Male Solitude
Female Solitude

Male Independence
Female Independence

-0.041

0.023

0.009

.010

.010

p<.10, **p<.05, ***p<.001
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3.27 **

0.184

0.056

-0.002

0.004

0.089

0.004

-.020

.010

-1.96 *

-0.44

2.04 **

-0.031

.010

-3.31 **

2.48 **

0.023

0.008

2.86 **

1.03

0.007

0.009

0.86

Table

8:

Personality and Attachment

Baseline

Predictors

Coefncient

Model

Model

SE

Personality and Attachment
t

Ratio

Ucient

SF

/

Males
Intercept

-0.121

0.077

1.58

-0.121

Model
Ratio

V/.V/UU

-z.0

0.006

-0.81

Male Sociotropy
0.003

0.65

Female Sociotropy
-0.005

Male Solitude
0.007

0.012

0.62

-0.007

0 017

-U. jV

-0.762

0.087

-o. /o

-0.076

0 090

-U.O J

-0.029

0
070
\f .yj
yj

-0.148

0 080

Female Solitude

Male Avoidance
Female Avoidance

Male Anxiety
Female Anxiety

1

-

1

.0 J

Females
Intercept

0.135

0.069

1.96

Male Sociotropy
Female Sociotropy

Male Solitude
Female Solitude

Male Avoidance
Female Avoidance

Male Anxiety
Female Anxiety
Baseline Model

Variance

Random

Effects

df

0.135

0.057

9
18 **
Z.JO

-0.001

0.004

vj.

0.014

U.UU J

/.56

0.007

0.011

0.60

-0.009

0.011

-0.81

-0.339

0.082

-4.15 ***

-0.402

0.084

-4.78 ***

-0.088

0.066

-1.34

-0.169

0.075

-2.25 **

i'ersonality

Variance

^2

Component

%^

and Attachment Model

df

X2

Component

Male Variance

1.047

188

3336.10 ***

0.622

180

2060.39 ***

Female Variance

0.835

188

2793.99 ***

0.545

180

1888.91 ***

Proportion of Variance Explained

Males

0.406

Females

0.347

p <.10, ** p < .05, *** p < .001
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Table

9:

Personality and Attachment

Model with and without

With Outl iers(189 couples)
Predictors

Coefficient

SE

t

Ratio

Outliers

Without Outliers (186
Coefficient

SF.

Males
Intercept

Male Sociotropy
.Female Sociotropy

Male Solitude
Female Solitude

Male Avoidance

-2.01 **

-0.121

0.060

0.003

0.004

0.65

-0.005

0.006

-0.81

f

I

J^nfi/\
iXCUlO

-0.082

0 057

0.005

0
004
\J.\J\J'-r

1.08

0.005

-0.79

-1

44

0.007

0.012

0.62

0.004

0.01

0.33

-0.007

0.012

-0.59

-0.005

0.01

-U.44

0.087

-8.76 ***

-0.752

0.082

-9.20 ***

-0.762

Female Avoidance

-0.076

0.090

-0.85

-0.022

0.086

-0.25

Male Anxiety

-0.029

0.070

-0.41

-0.041

0.066

-0.62

-0.148

0.080

-1.85 *

-0.102

0.076

-1.35

0.193

0.052

-0.001

0.004

.010

0.005

Female Anxiety

Females
Intercept

2.38 **

0.135

0.057

-0.001

0.004

Female Sociotropy

0.014

0.005

2.56 **

Male Solitude

0.007

0.011

0.60

0.006

.010

0.62

Female Solitude

-0.009

0.011

-0.81

-0.007

.010

-0.75

Male Avoidance

-0.339

0.082

-4.15 ***

0.323

0.074

-4.35 ***

Female Avoidance

-0.402

0.084

-4.78

-0.317

0.078

-4.07 ***

Male Anxiety

-0.088

0.066

-1.34

Female Anxiety

-0.169

0.075

-2.25 **

Male Sociotropy

-0.30

p<.10, **p<.05, ***p<.001
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3.75 ***
-0.17

2.05 **

0.096

.060

-1.62

-0.111

0.069

-1.61
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all

other variables constant.
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jure 2:

Actor and Partner Effects of Male
Solitude on Relationship Quality
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Figure 3: Actor and Partner Effects of
Female Solitude on Relationship Quality
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of Female Sociotropy on Female
Relationship Quality
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Figure

6: Effect

of Female Attachment Avoidance on
Female Relationship Quality

-2

60-1

1

,

,

,

,

1

,

,

,

'

-1

'2

-0

19

074

'

'

'

1,67

'

Female Attachment Avoidance

83

^^^""^^
ality^'

''^^^^ Attachment Avoidance on
Relationship

Female
Male

>«

0 23

n
3

a
Q.

5

-0

72

«
-i.ee-

Male Attachment Avoidance

84

ofS'st;Zp~ ^^'^

^""^'-''^ °f Break-up

0
1

a.

Two

Levels

- Low Female Sociotropy
= High Female Sociotropy

1.0

0

0

0.5

0

0

-25

-20

0.0

-40

-35

-30

-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

15

20

25

Male Sociotropy (Centered)

85

30

35

40

Figure 9. Relation between Female
Sociotropy and Probability of
Break-up at
Levels of Female Attachment Anxiety

^

0 1

Low Female Attachment

Two

Anxiety

= High Female Attachment Anxiety

1.0

0.5

0

0

0.0
-35

-30

-25

-20

-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

Female Sociotropy (Centered)

86

35

40

REFERENCES

60-

Amett 1

(2000).

Emerging adulthood: A theory of
development from
American Psychologist, 55(5), 469-480

the twenties.

Bartholomew,

K &

^

the late teens through

Horowitz, L. M. (1991). Attachment
styles among young adultsa four-category model. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, '

—

Beck, A^T. (1983). Cognitive therapy of
depression:

2VNTw^rRr
T

Beck, A^

A test of

7^^27221241

New perspectives.

In P.

J.

Clayton

&J

E

(PP. 265:

&

Epstein, N., Harrison, R. P.,
Emery, G. (1983). Development
of the SociotropyAutonomy Scale: A measure ofpersonality
^

manuscript, University of Pennsylvania.

Beck, R., Robbins, M., Taylor, C,

factors in psychopathology. Unpublished
p

^

&

Baker, L. (2001). An examination of
sociotropy and
excessive reassurance seeking in the prediction
of depression. Journal

Psychopathology and Behavioral Assessment,
Bieling, P.

J.,

& Alden,

L. E. (1998).

Bieling, P.

J.,

& Alden,

L. E. (2001).

of

2 5(2), 101-105.

Cognitive-interpersonal patterns in dysphoria: The
impact
ot sociotropy and autonomy. Cognitive Therapy
and Research, 22(2), 161-178.

depression:

Blaney, P. H.,

An

Sociotropy, autonomy, and the interpersonal model
of
integration. Cognitive Therapy and Research,
25(2), 167-184.

& Kutcher, G.

S. (1991). Measures of depressive dimensions:
Are they
interchangeable? Journal of Personality Assessment, 56{'i\ 502-512.

Blatt, S. J.

(1974). Level of object representation in anaclitic and introjective
depression.

Psychoanalytic Study of the Child, 29, 107-157.

& Shichman, S. (1983). Two primary configurations of psychopathology.
Psychoanalysis and Contemporary Thought, 6, 187-254.

Blatt, S.

J.,

Blatt, S.

J.,

& Zuroff,

D. C. (1992). Interpersonal relatedness and self-definition:

prototypes for depression. Clinical Psychology Review, 12, 527-562.

87

Two

Brennan, K. A., Clark, C.

L., & Shaver P R (]9Qk\
Q^if
^
an^c^en. An i„.eg.„ve o.J.::^:^''^^^:^^^^^^
Auachmem .heory and close relationships
(pp. 46-76). New YorrOuaford

Campbell,

Simpson, J. A., Kashy, D. A &
Rholes
S onnn a„ u
dependence, and behavior in'^ stressfS
^.ISn^An a
ion
mterdependence model. Journal
of Social and PersonllRelaiionslil

W

L.,

X

Press.

o'^tl^^

mxm-m.

Christensen^ A. (1987)

Detection of conflict patterns in
couples. InK.Hahlweg&M J
Understanding major mental disorder:
The contribution of fymil,
^
tnteractton research
(pp. 250-265). New York: Family Process
Press

Goldstem

(Eds.),

&

Clark, D. A.,

Beck, A. T (1991). Personality
factors in dysphoria: A
psychometric
refinemen of Beck's Sociotropy-Autonomy
Scale. Journal of PsychopathcZy
J
una
J'
f ulu^ and
Behavioral Assessment, 13(4), 369-3SS.

a A., & Beck, A. T. (with Alford, B. A.).

Clark,

therapy of depression.
Clark, D. A., Beck, A. T.,

New York:

(1999). Scientific foundations of cognitive
Sons, Inc.

John Wiley

&

&

Brown, G. K. (1992). Sociotropy, autonomy,
and life event
perceptions in dysphoric and nondysphoric
individuals. Cognitive Therapy and
"
/^^
Research, 16(6), 634-652.

Clark, D. A.,

&

Gates, T. (1995). Daily hassles, major and
minor life events, and their
interaction with sociotropy and autonomy.
Behaviour Research and Therapy, ii(7), 819'

823.

&

Clark, D. A., Steer, R. A., Beck, A. T.,
Ross, L. (1995). Psychometric characteristics of
revised sociotropy and autonomy scales in college
students. Behaviour Research and

Therapy 33(3), 325-334.

Cook, W.

& Kenny,

D. A. (2005). The actor-partner interdependence model:
A model of
bidirectional effects in developmental studies. International
Journal of Behavioral
Development, 29(2), 1 0 1 - 1 09.
L.,

Collins, N. L.,

& Read,

(1990). Adult attachment, working models, and relationship quality
in dating couples. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
58(4), 644-663.
S. J.

&

Moretti, M. (1998). Sociotropy, autonomy, and self-discrepancy: Status in
depressed, remitted, and control participants. Cognitive Therapy and Research
^2(3)

Fairbrother, N.,

279-296.

Feeney,

J.

A.,

& NoUer,

relationships.

P. (1990). Attachment style as a predictor of adult romantic
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58(2), 28 1-291.

88

1

.

developmental .rends. Journal
of You,,

an^ZZeTcT^^^^^^^^^
Fletcher, G.

J.

O., Simpson,

J.

A & Thoma<;
a
nomas, O.
^

relationc^hm nnaiit

Gilbert, p.,

& Reynolds,

S.

&Young, M.A.

Gorski, J

gender

(1990).

The

nnnn^
(2000). The measurement of perceived

relationship between the

Eysenck Personality

(2002). Sociotropy/autonomy, self-construal,
response style and
Personality and Individual Differences,
3 2, 463 478

m adolescents.

Hammen,

C., Marks, T.,Mayol, A., &de
Mayo, R. (1985). Depressive self-schemas
life
and vulnerability to depression. Journal
of Abnormal Psychology, 94(3), 308-3 19

Kazan, C.,

stress

& Shaver, P.

(1987). Romantic love conceptualized as an
attachment process
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
52(3), 5 1 1 -524.

Kirkpatrick, L.

A

A &

Davis, K. E. (1994). Attachment style,
gender, and relationship stability
longitudinal analysis. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology,
66(3), 502-5 2.

Kurdek, L. A. (2000). The link between
sociotropy/autonomy and dimensions of relationship
commitment: Evidence from gay and lesbian couples.
Personal Relationships, 7,\52-

Lynch, T^

R., Robins, C.

&

J.,
Morse, J. Q. (2001). Couple functioning in depression:
ot sociotropy and autonomy. Journal
of Clinical Psychology, 57(1), 93-103.

Mazure, C. M., Raghavan, C, Maciejewski,

The

roles

&

P. K., Jacobs, S. C,
Bruce, M. L. (2001).
Cognitive-personality characteristics as direct predictors of unipolar
major depression
Cognitive Therapy and Research, 25(2), 215-225.

McBride, C, Bacchiochi, J. R., & Bagby, M. (2005). Gender differences
in the manifestation of
sociotropy and autonomy personality traits. Personality and Individual
Differences 38
'

129-136.

'

Mongrain, M., Vettese, L. C, Shuster, B., & Kendal, N. (1998). Perceptual biases, affect,
and
behavior in the relationships of dependents and self-critics. Journal
of Personality and
Social Psychology, 75( ), 230-24 1
1

89

& Goodlin- Tones R
/'iqo7\
a«.
u
relationships in adu.rd^:t:;i;!74X^^^

Morrison, T.

L.,

Morrison, T.

L.,

T

Urquiza A. J., & Goodlin-Jones, B.
L. (1998). Depressive
experience and
romantic relationships in young
adulthood PsychologL R^oris.

8im.M9

M

& Nachshon, O. (1991). Attachment
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology.

Mikulinecr.

Nietzel

T..

& Harns

M.

and patterns of self-disclosure
<"sciosure.
61(2), 321-33 1.
styles

J

(1990). Relationship of dependency and
achievement/autonomy
ui/auionomy
Clinical Psychology Review,
10. 279-297.

to depression.

(''^'4). A closerlook at the link
between
°''^'''L*:mh^'^'!1"":,-'.^'*.^'"''"'''^marital discord and depressive
symptomatology. Journal of Social and Clinical

Fsychology,

Raghavan

C., Le, H.,

33-41.

& Berenbaum, H.

(2002). Predicting dysphoria and hostility using
the
in a contextualized stress setting

model of sociotropy and autonomy
Cognitive Therapy and Research, 26(2), 23 1 -244.
diathesis-stress

Raudenbush,

S., Bryk, A., Cheong, Y. F., Congdon,
R,
du Toit, M. (2004) HLM6Hierarchical Linear and Nonlinear Modeling.
Lincolnwood, IL: Scientific Software

&

International, Inc.

Robins, C.J. (1990). Congruence of personality and
Abnormal Psychology, 99(4), 393-397.

life

events in depressioa Journal of

Robins, C.J. (1995). Personality-event interaction models
of depression. European Journal of
Personality, 9, 367-378.
Robins, C.

J., Bagby, R. M., Rector, N. A., Lynch, T.
R., & Kennedy, S. H. (1997). Sociotropy,
autonomy, and patterns of symptoms in patients with major depression:
A comparison

of'

dimensional and categorical approaches. Cognitive Therapy and Research
21(3) 285300.

Robins, C.

J.,

& Block, P.

(1988). Personal vulnerability,

A test of a specific interaction model.

life events, and depressive symptoms:
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology

54(5), 847-852.

Rude,

S. S.,

& Bumham, B.

L.

(1993).

Do

interpersonal and achievement vulnerabilities

interact with congruent events to predict depression?

and combined
Rude,

scales.

Cognitive Therapy

Comparison of DEQ, S AS,

and Research,

DAS

17(6), 531-548.

& Bumham, B. L. (1995). Connectedness and neediness: Factors of the DEQ
SAS dependency scales. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 79(3), 323-340.

S. S.,

90

and

& Sahin, N flQQS^
s^ie of Tu.ishUa.^

$ahin, N., Ulusoy, M.,

Sato,

T

& McCarm, D.

Fxnlnrmo

tK^

^^"^S^S

(2000). Sociotropy-autonomy and the

European Journal of Psychological Assessment,
Simpson,

•

.

^

Beck Depression ^^^entory.
Inventory

76(1), 66-76.

A. (1990)^ Influence of attachment
styles on romantic relationships.
Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology,
59(5), 97 1 -980.
J.

Whisman, M.

&

A.,
Friedman, M. A. (1998). Interpersonal
problem behaviors associated with
dysfunctional attitudes. Cognitive Therapy
and Research, 22(2), 149-160.

Zuroff, D.

C,

& de Lorimier,

dependency and
Zuroff. D. C.

S.

(1989). Ideal and actual romantic partners of
women varying in
Journal of Personality, 54, 825-846.

self-criticism.

& Duncan, N.

(1999). Self-criticism and conflict resolution in
romantic couples

Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science, i7
(3), 137-149.
Zuroff, D.

C,

& Fitzpatrick, D. K.

attachment. Personality
Zuroff, D.

C,

& Mongrain,

(1995). Depressive personality styles: Implications for
adult
and Individual Differences, 18(2), 253-265.

M.

(1987). Dependency and self-criticism: Vulnerability factors
for
depressive affective states. Journal ofAbnormal Psychology,
14-22.
9(5(1),

Zuroff, D.

C,

Stotland, S.,

criticism

and

Sweetman,

E., Craig,

J.,

& Koestner, R.

social interactions. British Journal

91

(1995). Dependency, selfof Clinical Psychology, 34, 543-553.

